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Accident; revort on N. Y., N. H. & H. 
wreck near Milford, Conn.; p. 770. 
— at Bradford, R. I.; report on; p. 

1 t 

Accident; bulletin No. 57; p. 1244. 

Adamson bill; pp. 567, 575, 585, 662, 866, 
942, 992, 1056, 1087, 1142, 1252, 1263; see 
also Editorial. 

Adamson, Congressman; attitude on Pom- 
erene bill; pp. 802, 847, 891, 959, 1004; see 
also Editorial. 

Advance charges; allowances for to be 
published (Legal Dept.); p. 751. 

Advances in rates; hardships resulting 
oremee communication from S. H. Smith; 
p. 73. 

Advertising of freight facilities; communi- 
cation from Salt Lake City general 
agent; p. 365 (see also Editorial). 

Agents issuing tariffs; p. 1022. 

Agricultural implements; export. rates, 
case 7999; brief of complainants; p. 
143; reply brief of complainant and brief 
> aati p. 332; arguments heard; p. 
370. 

Agricultural implements; Heider Mfg. Co. 
et al. vs. C. G. W. et al.; see decisions 
of tC. me ae. 

Agricultural implements; Staten & King 
Hardware Co. vs. P. Co. et al.; see deci- 
sions of I. C. C.; p. 955. 

Agricultural implements; Minneapolis 
Threshing Machine Co. vs. M. & St. L. 
et al; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 11. 

Allentown Po: ‘and Cement case; deci- 
sion of S . e Court; pp. 471, 480. 

Alfalfa; . Alfalfa Milling Co. vs. 
Union sgeeitic; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
p. 675. 

Aloutz, G. P.; communication on car seal 
records and claims; p_ 813. 

Andrews, Howard; classification of cross- 
ties; p. 1307. 

Apples; Missouri Public Service Commis- 
sion et al. vs. Wabash et al.; see deci- 
sions of I. C. C.; p, 170. 

Asvhaltum; Standard Paint Co. vs. S. P. 
Co et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 
1 

Auctioning of fruit (I. C. C. decision); 
see fruit; p. 

Austin, E. F.; president Pittsburg Traffic 
Club; p. 1361. 

Average agreement; status of returned 
empty cars (Legal Dept.); p. 539. 

Average agreement and trap cars; Wool- 
son Spice Co. vs. P. Co. et al.; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 1281. 

Baker, A. Z.; traffic manager Cleveland 
Provision Co.; p. 1130. 

Baltimore boat line case; pp. 343, 482, 
588, 647, 693. 

Bananas; Axel W. Swanson vs. T. & 
et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. i343, 

Bananas; W. H. Wattam et al. vs. N. P.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 14. 

Barry, T. S.; communication on reason- 
able regulation of carriers; p. 

Bateman, F. L.; president Chicago Traffic 
Club; p. 979. 

Bauxite ore; plan to fight increase in 
rates; p. 7. 

Beef, dressed beef from New York; see 
decisions of I. C. C; p. 441. 

Beer; Mission Brewing Co. vs A. T. * 
S. F. et al.; see decisions-ot I. C. C.; 
Pp. 577, 

Bell, A. A.; history of the Carmack 
amendment; p. 413. 

Biering, S. R.; communication on subject 
of success; p. 967. 

Bill - of lading; shipper refusing to sign 
(Legal Dept.); p. 36. 

Bill of lading; nanwitnae in docket 4844; 
announcement by Commission of_ re- 
opening of matter; p. 86; New York 
hearing; p. 263; Chicago hearing; p. 
320; San Francisco hearing; p. 
conference in Washington; pp. 783, 802, 
850; communication on forged bills; p. 
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863; agreement of carriers and shippers; 
pp. 944, 1013. 

Bill of lading: conclusiveness of (Legal 
Dept.); p. 966. 

Bill of lading; Supreme Court decision 
in Rosenberger Texas liquor case; pp. 
879, 888. 

Bill of lading; decision of Supreme Court 
aie Wall vs. Northern Pacific; pp. 879, 

Bill of lading; Supreme Court decision in 
Prescott case; pp. 820, 841. 

Bill of lading; through export; communi- 
cation from F. H. Price; p. 599. 

Bill of lading; change proposed by Orie 
Infelt; p. 409. 

Bill of lading; see also Pomerene bill. 

Billiard tables. etc.; Passow & Sons vs. 
Cc. A & St. P.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
p. ‘ 

ay L. Cc. C. as C. L. (Legal Dept.); 
p. a. 

Blacet, L. E.; communication on car seal 
records and claims; pp. 545, 863. 

Block signals; bill of Rep. Esch; p. 56. 

Boat line; see Baltimore boat line case. 

Boat line; joint rates with; Cumberland 
Transportation Co. vs. C. N. O. & T. P. 
Ry. Co. et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
p. 252. 

Roat line; revocable permits; p. 167. 

Boat line: joint rates with; Pine Bluff 
Traffic Bureau vs. L. & N. et al.; see 

. decisions of I. C. C.; p. 105. 

Boat lines; Commission control of; pp. 
831, 851. 

Boat line control; Lehigh Valley case; 
see Lehigh Valley. 

Boat line control; steamship Great North- 
ern; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 114. 
Boat line control; application of Central 
of Ga. under Panama Canal act. rela- 
tive to.Ocean Steamship Co. of Savan- 
nah: see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 184. 
Boat line control; applications of Florida 

East Coast and A. C. L. under Panama 
Canal act, in connection with Peninsular 
and Occidental S. S. Co.; see decisions 

of I. C. C.; p. 186. 

Boat line control; application of A. C. L. 
under Panama Canal act, in connection 
with ownership of boat, H. B. Plant; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 192. 

Boat line control; application of S. P. Co. 
and Associated Oil Co. under Panama 
Canal act, in connection with ownership 
of certain oil steamers—on rehearing; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 196. 

Boat line control; Peninsular & Occi- 

. S. Co.; see decisions of I. C. 
C.; p. 946. 

Boat line operation; order in application 
of Central of Georgia to — Ocean 
Steamship Co. of Savannah; p. 558. 

veut F.; traffic manager T. "A. & G.; 
p. A 

Bradley, G. J.; communication of Cali- 
fornia back haul case; p. 

Brandeis, L. D.: appointment to Supreme 
Court; pp. 295, 319, 348, 365, 398, 1070, 
1215 (see also Editorial). 

Brandeis, L. D.: advances on paper due 
to his suggestions; p. 511. 

Brandeis, L. D.; special service sugges- 
tions; p. 511. 

Brewers’ dried grain; Hottelet & Co. vs. 
Cc. & O. et al: part of fourth section 
——— 1548; see decisions of I. C. 


Dp 

Brick; Abel & Roberts vs. Missouri Pa- 
ag Fe al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
Dp 

Brick; American Enameled Brick & Tile 
Co. vs. Raritan River et al.; see deci- 
sions of I. C. C.: p. 1291. : 

Brick: switchine charges: F. W. Lucke 
& Co. vs. Wabsh et al.; see decisions 
of I. C C.; pv. 1267. 

Brick; Duffnev Brick Co. et al. vs. Bos- 
Sh es see decisions of I. C. C.; 
p. 


df, 
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Briggs, Edward; general freight agent W. 
& L. E.; p. 771. 

Broom corn to ppranent: see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. > 

.Brvom corn to Pee xtort, Ky.; see deci- 
sions of I. C. C.; p. 255. 

Buckwheat and corn flour; transconti- 
nental rates, westbound; see decisions 
of I. C. C.: p. 127. ; 

Bucklin, E. N.; communication on ship- 
pecs’ load and count; p. 1250. 

Buffalo, Pan or —— at; 
sions of [ 

Burr, R. pe “alaress on proper han- 
.ungs Of claims; Pp. 

Burlap; New AP Be 5 oint Traffic Bu- 
reau vs. A. & S. Ry. Co. et al.; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 189. 

Butler, S. S.; general Southwestern agent 
St. L. & S. F. and C. & E. L; p. 772. 
Byars, E. P.; traffic manager Ft. Worth 

Freight Bureau; p. 498. 

Cabbage crates, weight of; National 
League of Commission Merchants of U. 
S. et al. vs. A. C. L. et al.; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 1236. 

California back haul case; pp. 8, 275, 664, 
750, 813, 879. 

California switching case; application for 
rehearing expected; p. 

Canceling of rate by supplement (Legal 
Dept.); p. 1350. 

Car lot loading, increasing; discussion by 
M. J. Wise (Short Haul Dept.); p. 146. 

Car seal records and claims; communica- 
tion by L. E. Blacet; pp. 545, 863; by 
G. E. Harrison, p. 601: communication 
by Wm. Kelly Milling Co.; p. 702; com- 
munication from C, T. Vandenover; p. 
761; communication from R. P. Smith; 
p. 762; communication from _ B. 
Shelly; p. 813; communication from G. 
P. Aloutz: p. 813; communication from 
R. P. Smith; p. 925. 

Car shortage; piat. _f American Railway 
Association to relieve; p. 445; circular 
of N. I. T. L.; p. 590; address by R. B. 
Mann; p. 605; plan of Commission to re- 
lieve; p. 624; direct routing a remedy 
for; p. 811; warning as to refrigerator 
cars; pp. 846, 982; see also Editorial. 

Car shortage; ‘address by George D. Og- 
den; p. 767. 

Car shortage and heavier loading; article 
by J. F. Townsend; p. 9. 

Car surpluses and shortages; Jan, 1, PD. 
144; Feb. 1, p. 384; March 1, p. 662; 
April 1, p. 846; May. 1, p. 1063; June 1, 
Dd. 

Carburetors; Weinstock-Nichols Co. et al. 
vs. C. C. C. St. L. et al; see deci- 
sions of I. C. C.; p. 689. 

Carmack amendment; its history—by A. 
A. Bell; p. 413. 

Carmack amendment; Supreme Court de- 
cision in Peninsula Produce Exchange 
vs. N. Y. P. & N.; p 271. 

Carrier, duty of, to transport goods 
(Legal Dept.); p. 37. 

Cattle; D. B. Zimmerman vs. C. R. L & 
a et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 

Cattle; Cattle Raisers’ Stock Yards’ 
Ass’n. vs. E. Paso & Southwestern et 
al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 126. 

Cattle; J. H. Criswell vs. W. F. & N. W. 
et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 13. 

Cases pane for distributing (Legal Dept.); 
p. . 

Cary, Rep.; introduces bill for department 
of transportation; Dp. 

Cement; Cape Girardeau Portland Cement 
Co. vs. St. L. & S. F. et al.; see deci- 
sions of I. C. C.; p. 204. 

Cement; Kosmos Portland Cement Co. vs. 
I. C. R. R. et al.; see decisions of I. C. 
ee % 

Cement plaster; American Cement Plaster 
Co. vs. A. T. & S, F. et al.; see deci- 
sions of I. C. C.; p. 945. 


see deci- 


Cement to Long a see deci-- 


sions of I. C. C.; p 


e.g to Ohio points; see decisions of 
Cc. C.; p. 317. 

Charles, H. L.; 

fication of tariffs; p. 925. 


communication on simpli- 


Chindblom, . P.; manager Traffic Bu- 
reau of Rochester Chamber of Com- 
merce; p. 

Citrus fruit: Florida Citrus Exchange vs. 
A. C. L. et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
p. 1101. 

i time within which to file (Legal 
Dept.); p. 1192. 

Claim, telegraph notice of; Supreme Court 

decision in Blish Milling Co. case; pp. 


990, 991, 1054. 

Claim; waiving go in which to file 
(Legal Dept.); «thy 

Claims; time within ~ to file (Legal 
Dept.); p. 1018. 

—, covered by notice (Legal Dept.); 
p. , 


Claims; proper handling of; address by 
R. Hudson Burr; p. 368. 

Clark, E. G.; general freight agent, Soo 
Line; p. 867. 

Class; ‘La Crosse Shippers’ Ass’n et al. vs. 
C.& N. W.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 


Class; Shreveport Chamber of Commerce 
vs. K. C. S. et al.; see decisions of I. C. 
C.; p. 1165. 

Class; rates from Mich. and Wis. points; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 433. 

Class; Colorado class rates; see decisions 
of I. Cc. C.; > DP. 

Class and commodity; rates via rail-and- 
= routes; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 

Class and commodity; Manufacturers’ and 
Merchants’ Ass’n of New Albany et al. 
vs. Aberdeen & Asheboro et al.; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 173. 

Class and commodity (Minnesota rate 
cases; Holmes & Hollowell Co. vs. 
G. N. Ry. Co. et al.; see decisions of 
LC; Cx; p. 308. 

Class and commodity; Shelbyville Ky.) 
Business Men’s Ass’n vs. L. & 
al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. S12 

Class and commodity; rates from Knox- 
ville to Kentucky; Knoxville Traffic 
Bureau vs. C. N. O. & T. P. et al.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 315. 

Class and commodity; Paducah Board of 
Trade vs. C. B. & Q. et al.; see deci- 
sions of I. C. C.; p. 387. 

Class and commodity; Paducah Board of 
Trade vs. Abilene & Southern et al.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 392. 

Class and commodity; New Orleans- 
venne rates; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
p. A 

Class and commodity; City of Astoria vs. 
Spokane, Portland & Seattle et al.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 437. 

Class and commodity; Boston-New York 
proportional rates; see decisions of I. 
C. C.; p. 443. : 

Class and commodity; through rates to 
points in Louisiana and Texas; fourth 
section applications 461, etc.; see deci- 
sions of I. C. C.; p. 536. 

Class and commodity; rates between St. 
Louis and E. St. Louis and Ohio River 
points, and between the Ohio River 
points; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 725. 

Class and commodity; Danville, Va., 
rates; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 956. 

Class and commodity; Willamette Valley 
case; H. S. Gile & Co. et al. vs. S. 
. et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 


Class and commodity; Memphis Freight 
Bureau vs. St. L. L M. & S. et al.; 
Shreveport Chamber of Commerce et al. 
vs. A. V. et al.; see decisions of I. 
Cc. C.; p. 1146. 

Class and commodity; Marshall and Jef- 
ferson, Texas, case; I. C. C. decision; 
p. 1154. 

Class and commodity; City of Memphis et 
al. vs. C. R. I. & P. et al.; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 1166. 

Class and Commodity; Ruston, La., rate 
case; Thompson, Ritchie & Co., Inc., et 
al. vs. V. S. & P. et al.;. see decisions of 
I. C. C.; p. 1162. 

Classification, differences in; p. 575. 

Classification proceeding; proper parties 
to (Legal Dept.); p. 327. 

Classification; nesting rule of official clas- 
sification; see nesting. 

Classification; official classification rat- 
ings; see decisions of I. C.; p. 57. 
Clay; import and domestic rates; see de- 

cisions of I. C. C.; p. 1045. 

Clayton act; hearing as to rules to be 
followed by carriers; pp. 961, 1023, 1244, 
1327, 1354. 

Clements, Cc. R.; traffic manager Scott 
Paper Co.; p. 929. 

Coal, anthracite, case; docket 4914; modi- 
fication of order; pp. 471, 497, 606. 

Coal to pentogsy points; see decisions of 

Pp 
Coal from ba Ill.; see decisions of 
Cc. & 107. 

Coal; Pitt in Coal Co. vs. P. R. R. 
al.: see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 110. 

Coal; Detroit Coal Co. vs. M. C.; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 117. ‘ 

Coal; in re filing with I. C. C. divisions 
of joint rates applicable to railway fuel 
coal; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 169. 

Coal from Colorado and Wyoming; 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 202. 

Coal; Plymouth Coal Co. vs. P. R. R.; 
same vs. D. L. & W.; see decisions of 
4... Cc... €.*. pc - See. 

Coal; Red Ash Coal Co. vs. C. R. R. 
N. J.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 203. 
Coal; G. B. Marble Co. et al. vs. Lehigh 
Valley R. R. Co.; see decisions of I. C. 

C.: p. 312. 


et 


see 


Coal; Chas. W. Davis vs. M. St. P. & 
8. or Marie; see decisions of I. C, C.; 
p. 

Coal to Rhode ag points; 
sions of I. C. P72 305. 

Coal; bituminous al rates to southeast; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 306. 

Coal; Reeves Coal Co. vs. Cc. M. & St. P.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 345. 

Coal; Mitchell Coal & Coke Co. vs. P. 
R. R.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p.. 474. 

Coal; Northern Colorado Coal Co. vs. C. 
W. & E. et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 


p. 515. 

Coal; South Canon Coal Co. et al. vs. 
Colorado Midland et al.; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 541. 

Coal; Weston Dodson & Co., Inc., and 
C. M. Dodson & Co. vs. C. R. R. of N. 
J.; see decisions of I. C, C.; p. 627. 

Coal; Bennett & Son et al. Vs. Cc. & O. et 
al.; fourth sect. aps. 1548, 1747, 1757; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 671. 

Coal; National -Clay Works Ly M. 
L.: see decisions of I. C. C.; 

Coal; West Lumber Co. vs. st 
F. et al.; see decisions of I. 


722. 

Coal; Consolidated Fuel Co. et al. vs. 

T. & S. F. et al.; see decisions of I. C. 
C.; p. 740. 

Coal; high transportation rate offered gov- 
ernment; pp. 719, 770. 

Coal; Florida, R. Hudson Burr et al. as 
Railroad Commissioners of the state of, 

Sms G. et al.; see decisions of I. 
. C.: p. 960. 

Coal; Hayden Bros. Coal Corporation et 
al. vs. D. S. L. et al.; see decisions 
of I. C..C.; p. 993. 

Coal; Black Mountain Corporation vs. L. 
& N. et al; ; see decisions of I. C. C.; 


see deci- 


p. 1049. a 

Coal, to Glencoe, Mo.; see decisions of I. 

C.; p. 1091. 

Coal, bituminous; from points on P. R. R. 
and connections; see decisions of I. C. 
C.; p. 1145. 

Coal, bituminous, to Mississippi Valley 
territory; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 


1171. 
Coal; Lehigh Valley Coal Sales Co. vs. 
L. V.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1217. 
; City of Milwaukee vs. C. M. & St. 
cea” al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 
; Brush Creek Mining & Mfg. Co. et 
. vs. L. & N. et al.; see decisions of 

I. C. C.; p. 1234. 

Coal; advances from Va. to C. F. A. 
destinations Prt oy in I. and S&S. 
779; p. 82; complaint of Pittsburgh Co: il 
Operators’ Ass’n.; pp. 268, 368; investi- 
gation in lake cargo situation; pp. 652, 
664, 783, 903, 943, 957, 1988, 1177. 

Coal; Chas. Becker vs. P. M. & Elmore 
Benjamin Coal Co. vs. same; see deci- 
sions of I. C. C.; p. 1342. 

Coal and coke; Stonega Coke & Coal Co. 
vs. L. & N. et al.; coal and coke rates; 
coal rates from Virginia mines; coke 
from Virginia points; coal from Virginia 
mines; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1268. 

Coal elevator; new type (Short Haul 
Dept.); p. 411. 

Collision; report on B. & O. accident at 
Felton, Pa.; p. 460. 

Collision; report on Northern eee 
— at South Cheney, Wash.; p. 

Colorado class rates; see class; p. 14. 

Colorado rate complaint; p. 1023. 

Combination of — right 
(Legal Dept.); p. 1191 

Commerce reports; pp. 230, 284, 286, 411, 
610, 614, 928, 1207. 

Commodity; New Orleans Joint Traffic 
Bureau vs. Morgan’s L. & Tex. R. R. 
& S. S. Co. et al.; see decisions of I. C. 
C.; p. 437. 

Commodity rates to Washington; see de- 
cisions of I. C.; p. 

Commutation fares; George T. Mace et al. 
vs. P. R. et al.; see decisions of I. 

C. C.; p. 115. 


of 


COMPLAINTS FILED WITH THE IN- 
wae COMMERCE cCOMMIS- 


Abel & Roberts, Lincoln, Neb., vs. Mo. 
Pacific and Union Pacific. Chatts. 
No. 8703; p. 596. 

Abel & Roberts, Lincoln, Neb., vs. Mo. 
Pac. and C. B. & Q. Chatts. No. 
8703, Sub. No. 1; p. 596. 

Aberdeen Wholesale Grocery Co., Aber- 
deen, S. D., vs. C. & St. P. et al. 
Dried fruits. No. 8723; p. 644. 

Acme Cement Plaster Co., St. Louis, 
Mo., and East St. Louis vs. A. I. & 
S. F. Ry. et al. Mining machinery. 
No. 8877; p. 1118. 
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P. Acme Mills, Hopkinsville, Kya vs. L. & N. R. R. et al. Coffee. No. 8748; p. Southern. Lumber. No, 8497; p. 
2 C5 N. R. R. Molasses. No. 8644; p. igo, 754. 278. 
Adams, W. R., Fremont, Neb., vs. Colo. | Atlantic Refining Co., Philadelphia, Pa.,| Brandon, L. T., Pottsville, Pa., vs. N. 
deci- & Sou. Ry. et al. Wool. No. 8881; against the P. R. R. Petroleum. No. Y. P. & *. R. R. et al. Mine props. 
3 p. 1118. 8574; p. 278. No. 8875; 1118. 
cast; Adams, William, et al., Florida, Georgia | Atlantic Refining Co., Philadelphia, vs. | Bretton ‘Woods Co., Bretton, N. H., vs. 
: & Alabama vs. A. B. & A. et al. Wa- P. R. R. Co. Petroleum products. No. Boston & Maine R. R. ‘Coal. No. 
- P.; termelons. No. 8836; p. 1019. 8588; p. 279. 8684; p. 561. 
Advance Lumber Co., Birmingham, Ala. - | Atlas ‘Portland Cement Co. et al, New] Brittain Bros. et al., Ames, Okla., vs. 
b de: vs. Southern Ry. ‘Lumber. No. 8800; York, vs. Northampton & Bath "R. R. St. L. & S. F. R. R. et al. Live 
74. p. 860. et al. Merchandise. No. 8778; p. 860. stock. No. 8777; p. 860. 
. Be Aetna Portland Cement oe. Boy 7 Avery Chemical Co., Boston, Mass., vs.| Brown Stave Co., nalou, Mo., vs. St. 
= and Fenton, Mich., vs. D. G. H. & H. Boston & Maine R. R. et al. Dye- L. & §S. F. et al. Forest products. 
et al. Coal. No. 8744; p. ish stuffs. No. 8856; p. 1020. No. 8616; p. 330. 
—_ ' Akron, Canton & Youngstown Ry. vs.| Bagdad Land & Libr. Co., Milton, Fla.,| Browning Bros. et al. Ogden and Salt 
jions B. & O. R. R. Coal. No. 8569; p. vs. Grand Rapids & Indiana et al. Lake vs. Boston & Albany et al. Mo- 
a 140. Locomotive springs. No. 8591; p. torcycles. No. 8864; p. 1117. 
tN Alabama Packing Co. et al., Birming- 279. Bruer, W. T., & Will F. Bruer, as W. 
P ham vs. Alabama Great Southern et mein lone & Lbr. Co., Milton, Fla., Bruer & Son, Springfield, Mo., vs. N 
) al. Switching charges. No. 8901; p. L. & N. Turpentine still fixtures. Cc. & St. et al. Poles and posts. 
at 1243. No. 8591, Sub. No. 1; p. 279. No. 8572; 278. 
—? Alabama Packing Co., Birmingham, Bainbridge Oil Co., Atlanta, Ga., vs. Buffalo Gees Beam Co., Buffalo, N. Y., ‘ 
st Ala., vs. Louisville & Nashville R. R. Marianna & Blountstown R. R. et al. vs. South Buffalo Ry. et =. Repara- 
Te sae Cattle and hogs. No. 8912; p. 1244. Cottonseed. No. 8772; p. 860. tion. No. 8767, Sub. No. 2; p. 809. 
- Ss Alexander Bros. Lumber Go., Cleve-| Ball Bros. Glass Mfg. Co., Muncie, Ind.,| Burlington, Wis., Sand & Gravel Co. 
ay land, vs. Pere Marquette et al. Lum- vs. C. C. C. & St. L. Ry. Co. Switch- vs. C. M. & St. P. Ry. et al. Sand 
> Pp. ber. No. 8585; p. 279. ing allowance No. 8885; p. 1243. and gravel. No. 8573; p. 278. 
A Alexandria Cooperage & Lumber Co., Baltimore & Carolina S. §. Co. and the Burns, Jno. C., and J. I. Lamb, La 
C. Pineville, La., vs. C. R. I & P. et Goldsboro Chamber of Commerce vs. Crosse, Wis., vs. THincis Central et al. 
— al. Logs. No. 8750; p. 754. Atlantic Coast Line et al. Joint Bananas. No. 8816; p. 919. 
Aluminum Mfg. Co., Des Moines, Ia., rates. No. 8770; p. 810. Burr, R. Hudson, et al., Florida Railroad 
_- vs. A. T. & S. F. Ry. et al. Alum- Baltimore gd of Commerce Vs. Commissioners vs. Florida East Coast. 
as inum ware. No. 8671; p. 490. Baltimore & Ohio et al. Grain. No. Switching. No. 8532; p. 38. 
of American Bridge Co., New York City, 8829; p. 971. Burritt, A. E., Co., Bridgeport, Conn., 
eT vs. Norfolk & Western et al. Bridge Baltimore Chamber of Commerce vs. B. vs. Canadian Pacific and B. & M. 
ay builders’ outfits. No. 8755; p. 754. & O. R. R. et al. Grain. No. 8884; Lumber. No. 8946; p. 1352. 
. et American Cement Plaster Co., Law- p. 1191. Bushnell, A., Kansas City, vs. St. L. 
ions rance. Kan., vs. Michigan Central.} paitimore Roofing & Asbestos Mfg. Co., & S. F. et al. Tiling. No. 8890; p. 
: Gypsum tile. No. 8386; p. 278. z Asbestos, Md., vs. Western Maryland 1243. 
L American Cyanamid Co., Niagara Falls, et al. Paper, mili board and cement.| Butters Lumber Co., Boardman, N. C., 
a: Canada, vs. Michigan Central R. R. No. 8838; p. 1019. vs. A. C. L, et al. Lumber. No. 8897: 
ne et al. Cyanamid. No. 8841; p. 272. Barber, W. H., Agency Co., Minneapo- p. 1248. 
fil Ameritas Cyenemta Co, Niagara Falls, Tis “Mi 3. Kentwood & Eastern et} Camden (N. J.) Iron Works, Inc., vs. 
. Com. ve, Mienisen Contes. oa. l’ “Turpentine, No. 8751; p. 754. P. R. R. Co. and Pennsylvania’ Co. 
R Cyanamid. No. 8841, Sub. No. 1; a urpentine. Cast ‘iron. No. 8863; p. 1117. 
C — Balaiing G “4 Ghee ey - -*- Cameron, W., & Co., Portland, Ore., vs 
° s “ory a ing 0., icago, vs. E ’ or *? ’ 9 na 
B Ansa? ge gg ag astohiger Central. Beer containers. No. 8905, Abilene & Southern et al. Lumber, 
r Sub a & Dp 1147 - ; : Sub. No. 1; p. 1243. om. doors and blinds. No. 8478; p. 
; - le e , ° . 
i : i Bath, Felix P., Fort Worth, vs. Fort . 
a American Cyanamid Co. vs. Michigan Worth & Rio Grande et al. Cotton. | Cameron, William, & Co., Waco, vs. A. 
VS. Central et al. Cyanamid. No. 82%41, —'o a 
217 Sub. No. 3; p. 1117 No. 8812; p. 919. T. & S. F. et al. Sash, doors an 
St gn ae : Bayway, N. J., Chemical Co. vs, Cen- blinds. No, 8894; p. 1243. 
2. American Glue Co., Boston, Mass., os. tral R. R. of N. J. and New York Canton, Ohio, Chamber of Commerce vs. 
B. & M. R. R. Fleshings. “No. 8788; Dock Railway. Naphtha. No. 8921; Pa. Co. et al. Coal. No. 8899; p. 1306. 
= p. 860. p. 1306. Canyon Lumber Co., Seattle, vs. Great 
- of American Milling Co., Peoria, vs. A. T. Beaumont, Tex., Lumber Ce. vs. St. L. Northern et al. Unjust rate. No. 
& S. F. et al. Grain, etc. No. 8740; & S. F. R. F. et al. Lumber. No. 8853; p. 1020. 
A. p. 700. 2 8690; p. 561. Cape Girardeau Portland Cement Co. vs. 
S. American Steel & Wire Co. vs. New- Beaumont Timber Co., Zwolle, La., and St. L. & S. F. et al. Petition for 
‘oal burgh & South Shore Ry. Co. et al. Houston, Tex., vs. International & supplemental order. No. 7109, Sub. 
sti- and New York Central R. R. Allow- Great Northern et al. Pine. No.| . No. 2; p. 859. 
52, ances to short lines. No. 8406, Sub. 8664; p. 490. Cape Girardeau Portland Cement ay 
No. 1; p. 219. : Beaumont Timber Co., Zwolle, La., and Cape Girardeau, Mo., vs. St. L. & S. F. 
ore American Steel & Wire Co. vs. New- Houston, Tex., vs. International & R. R. et al. Cement. No. 8635; p. 
ci- burgh & South Shore Ry. and Wheel- Gt. Northern et al. Lumber. No. 402. 
ing & Lake Erie. Allowances to short 8691; p. 561. Cardwell, W., Grain: Co., Topeka vs. 
Co. lines. No. 8406, sub. No. 2; p. 219. Beaver Co., Buffalo, vs. New York cRL i? ‘Apples. No. 8597; p. 279. 
es; American Steel & Wire Co. vs. New- Central et al. Beaver board. No.| Carnegie Steel Co., Youngstown, Ohio, 
ke burgh & South Shore and Baltimore & 8623; p. 356. vs. Monongahela Connecting and Pitts- 
nia Ohio. Allowances to short lines. No.]| Belzoni Hardwood Lumber Co.,_ St. burgh & Lake Erie. Allowances to 
68. 8406, Sub. No. 3; _p. 219. Louis, Mo., vs. Southern Ry. et al. short lines. No. 8406, Sub. No. 13; 1 
aul American Steel & Wire Co. vs. New- Lumber. No. 8937; p. 1352. p. 219. 
burgh & South Shore and C. C. C. &| Berliner, Sigmund, Forest Park, IIl.,] Carnegie Steel Co. vs. Monongahela R. 
at St. L. Allowances to short lines. No. vs. C. G. W. et al. Granite. No. R. and Pennsylvania Co. Allowances 
8406, Sub. No. 4; p. 219. 8790; p. 860. to short lines. No. 8406, Sub. No. 14; 
ific American Steel & Wire Co. vs. New- Best-Clymer Mfg. Co., St. Louis, vs. p. 220. 
p. burgh & South Shore and Pennsyl- Wabash et al. Machinery. No. 8596; Carnegie ‘Steel Co. vs. Monongahela 
vania Co. Allowances to short lines. p. 279. Connecting R. R. and P. & L. E. R. 
No. 8406, Sub. No. 5; p. 219. Bishop-Babcock-Becker Co., Cleveland, Allowances to short lines. No. 408, 
American Steel & Wire Co. vs. New- vs. New York Central et al. Soda Sub. No. 15; -p. 220. 
of burgh & South Shore and Erie R. R. fountain. No. 8839; p. 1019. Carnegie Steel Co. vs.~Union R. R. an@ 
Allowances to short lines. No. 8406, Blackburn, C. P., & Co., Baltimore, Md., P. R. R. Co. Allowances to short 
11, Sub. No. 6; p. 219. vs. Ann Arbor R. R. et al. Grain. lines. No. 8406, Sub. No. 16; p. 220. 
American Steel & Wire Co. vs. New- No. 8607; p. 279. Carnegie Steel Co. vs. Union R. R. and 
ffic burgh & South Shore and N. Y. C. & Board of Commerce, Lexington, Ky., vs. P. & L. EB. Allowances to short lines. 
R. St. L. Allowances to short lines. No. Cc. N. O. & T. P. Ry. Class and com- No. 8406, Sub. No. 17; p. 220. 
Cc. 8406, Sub. No. 7; p. 219. modity rates. No. 8677; p. 490. Carnegie Steel. Co. vs. Union R. R. and 
American Sumatra’ Tobacco Co., New Boeckler Lumber Co., St. Louis, vs. Baltimore & Ohio. Allowances to 
le- York City, vs. N. Y. N. H. & H. R. Chicago & Alton et al. Lumber. No. short lines. No. 8406, Sub. No. 18; 
R. et al. Cheesecloth. No. 8774; 8500; p. 278. p. 220. 
al. p. 860. Boldt, Charles, Cincinnati, O., vs. & Carnegie Steel Co. vs. Union R. R. and 
z. Anderson-Theobald Co., Vincennes, Ind., O. et al. Bottles. No. 8613; p. 330. Wabash Pittsburgh Terminal Ry. Al- 
vs. Vandalia et al. Sand and gravel. Bonner’s Ferry Lumber Co. vs. Great lowances to short lines. No. 8406, Sub. 
No. 8743; p. 754. Northern. Petition for rehearing. No. No. 19; p. 220. 
Arizona Corporation Commission vs. A. 6710; p. 1117. Carnegie Steel Co. vs. Lake Terminal 
N - T. & S. F. et al. Passenger fares. Booth Fisheries Co., Chicago and Buf- R. R. and New York Central R. R. : 
S- No. 8815; p. 919. falo, vs. American Express Co. et al. Allowances to short lines. No. 8406, 4 
Arlington ‘Cotton Oil Co., Arlington, Fish. No. 8835; p. 972. Sub. No. 20; p. 220. i 
fo. Ga., vs. Central of Georgia Ry. et al.| Booth Fisheries Co:, Chicago, vs. Ameri-| Carnegie Steel Co. vs. Lake Terminal i 
ts. Coal. No. 8807; p. 919. can Express Co. et al. Fish. No. R. R. and N. Y. C. & St. L. Allow- 4 
Armour & Co. vs. Wabash Ry. et al. 8848; p. 1020. ances to short lines. No. 8406, Sub. ql 
[o. Butter. No. 8713; p. 644. Bowling, George T., Collinsville, Tex., No. 21; p. 220. q 
ro. Armstrong, D. C., Pocomoke City, Md., vs. M. K. & T. et al. Threshing out- Carnegie Steel Co. vs. Lake Terminal 
vs. N. ¥. P. & N. R. R. et al.’ Mine fits. No. 8840; p. 1019. R. R. and B. & O. R. R. Allowances | 
r- props. No. 8875; p. 1118. Bozeman Wholesale Grocery Co. et al., to short lines. No. 8406, Sub.: No. 22, 
al. Armstrong, D. C., Pocomoke City, Md., Butte, Mont., vs. E. B. Rideout Co. p. 220. 
vs. N. Y. P. & N. R. R. et al. Mine et al. Sugar. No. 8380, Sub. No. 2, Carnegie Steel Co. vs. Lake Terminal R. : 
is, props. No. 8875, Sub. No. 1; p. 1306. p. 754. R., the Lorain & W. Va. Ry. and ? 
& Atlanta Freight Bureau et al. _vs.| Bradley, E. C., Lumber Co. vs. N. O. G. Wheeling & Lake Erie R. R. Allow- ‘ 
y. Southern et al. ‘Joint rates. No. 8746; N. et al. Petition by complainant for ances to short lines. No. 8406, Sub. No. ‘ 
rehearing. No. 8087; vp. 972. 23; p. 2 


p. 754. 20. 
Atlanta Freight Bureau et al. vs. L, & Bradsher, J. S., and W. P. Craig vs. Cary, George B., Chicago, vs. Erie & 
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Western Transportation Co. et al. 
Linseed cake. No. 8745; p. 754. 

Cataract Refining & Mfg. Co., Buffalo, 
N. Y., vs. Wabash Ry. et al. Pe- 
troleum grease. No. 8625; p. 356. 

Cedarburg, Wis., Advancement Assn, et 
al. vs. Ann Arbor R. R. et al. Ag- 
gregate rates. No. 8581; p. 279. 

Central R. R. of New Jersey et al. Ap- 
ee, for rehearing. No. 4914; p. 

Chamber of Commerce of Milwaukee vs. 
Cc. M. & St. P. Ry. Grain. No. 8870; 
p. 1117. 

Chaney, G., Co., Spokane, Wash., vs. 
Oregon Short Line et al. Cedar poles. 
No. 8603; p. 279. 

Cheek-Neal Coffee Co. et al., Nashville, 
Re & N. et al. Sugar. No. 8854; p. 

Cheney, W. G., Co., Spokane, vs. Great 
Northern et al. Cedar poles. No. 
8337; p. 402. 

Chicago Board of Trade vs. Lehigh Val- 
ley Transportation Co. et al. Grain. 
No. 8895; p. 1243. 

Chicago Board of Trade vs. Great Lakes 
Transit Corporation. Grain. No. 8907; 
p. 1244. 

Chicago Bridge & Iron Works, Chicago 
and Bridgeport, Canada, vs. P. & 

. E. R. R. et al. Steel beams, etc. 
No. 8647; p. 489. 

Chicago Bridge & Iron Co., Chicago, 
Ill., vs. Erie Ry. et al. Steel and 
iron. No. 8758; p. 754. 

Chicago-Portland Cement Co., La Salle 
and elsewhere, vs. C. & N. W. Ry. 
Portland cement. No. 8824; p. 920. 

Chicago Retort & Fire Brick Co., Chi- 
cago, vs. Wabash et al. Fire clay. 
No. 8915; p. 1306. 


Church, Norman W., vs. A. T. & S. F. 


Ry. et al. Petition for modification 
oe Coenen. No. 6812, Sub. No. 2; p. 
ot, 


City of Astoria vs. Spokane, Portland & 
Seattle. Ciass and commodity rates. 
No. 6523; p. 644. 

City of Atlanta et al. vs. Southern et 
al. Rate readjustment. No. 8844; p. 
1020. 

Clay County Produce Co., Clay Center, 
Kan., vs. Western Union Tel. Co. 
Poultry. No. 8917: p. 1306. 

Cleveland (Tenn.) Excelsior Co. vs. 
Southern Ry. et al. Excelsior. No. 
8733; p. 754. 

Cleveland Lumber & Mfg. Co., Cleve- 
land, Tenn., vs. Southern Ry. Lum- 
ber. No. 8726; p. 700. 


Clinton_ (Ia.) Bridge Works vs. C. & 
N. p£ et al. Steel bars. No. 8600; 
p. iJ. 


Closset & Devers, Portland, Ore., vs. 
Northern Pacific Ry. Tea. No. 8765; 
p. 809. 

Cobb, R. P., Co., St. Paul, Minn., vs. 
Cc, St. P. M. & O. et al. Butter. No. 
8931; p. 1306. 

Coffeyville (Kan) Vitrified Brick & Tile 
Co. vs. A. T. & S&S. F. Ry. Brick. 
No. 8776; p. 860. 

Colorado Alfalfa Meal & Mfg. Co., 
Vineland, Colo., vs. Mo. Pac. Ry. et 
al. Alfalfa ,meal. No. 8548; p. 80. 

Columbia Transfer Co, St. Louis, vs. 
C. B. & Q. Switching charges. No. 
8951; p. 1352. 

Commercial Club of the City of Duluth, 
Kelley-How-Thomson Co. and Mar- 
shall Wells Hardware Co. vs. Pennsyl- 
vania Co. et al. Class and commod- 
ity rates. No. 8628; p. 402 

Commercial Club, Mitchell City, S. D., 
vs. Ahnapee & Western et al. Class 
one commodity rates. No. 8712; p. 

Commission inquiry. Rates and divi- 
sions. No. 8565; p. 561. 

Connors-Weyman Steel Co., Birming- 
ham, vs. L. & N. et al. Billets. No. 
8501; p. 278. 

Consumers’ Co., Chicago, vs. M. St. P. 
& S. S. M. et al. Ice. No. 8842; p. 
1019. 

Cosmos Portland Cement Co. vs. Illi- 
nois Central R. R. et al. Application 
for rehearing. No. 7433; p. 754. 

Crandall, Charles T., vs. Groton & Ston- 
ington et al. Trolley fares. No. 8570, 
Sub. No. 1; p. 278. 

Cranston, John A., Lbr. Co., Wilming- 
ton, Del., vs. Southern Ry. et al. 
Lumber. No. 8577; p. 278. 

Creamery Package Mfg. Co., Chicago, 
vs. St. L. & S. F. et al. Lumber. No. 


8902; p. 1243. 

Crossett Lumber Co., Little Rock, Ark., 
vs. Ark. & La. Midland Ry. et al. 
Silos. No. 8711; p. 597. 


Crown Columbia Paper Co., San Fran- 
cisco, Cal., vs. P. R. R. et al. Ma- 
chinery. No. 8674; p. 490. 

Crown Cork & Seal Co., Baltimore,: vs. 
P. R. R. et al. Bottle openers. No. 
8654; p. 489. 

Crown Cork & Seal Co., Baltimore, vs. 
P. R. R. et al. Bottle openers. No. 
8654, Sub. No. 1; p. 489. 

Crown Cork & Seal Co., Baltimore, 
vs. P. R. R. et al. Bottle openers. 
No. 8654, Sub. No. 2; p. 489. 

Crown Cork & Seal Co., Baltimore, vs. 
Penna. R. R. et al. Bottle openers. 
No. 8654, Sub. No. 3; p. 1352. 

Crown Willamette Paper Co., San Fran- 
cisco, Cal., vs. A. T. & S. F. et al. 
Paper. No. 8775; p. 860. 

Cudahy Packing Co., Chicago, vs. A. T. 
& S. F. Ice. No. 8533; p. 38. 

Cumberland County Power & Light Co., 
Cumberland, Me., et al., vs. Eastern 
S. S. Corporation. Through routes No. 
8605; p. 329. 

Currie & Campbell, Philadelphia, vs. 
Central of New Jersey. Lumber. No. 
8653; p. 489. 

Dakota Improved Seed Co., Mitchell, S. 
D., vs. C. M. & St. P. Alfalfa seed. 
No. 8645; p. 489. 

Dallas Cooperage & Woodenware Co., 
Dallas and Oak Cliff, Tex., vs. G. C. 
& S. F. et al. Slack and tight barrels. 
No. 8636; p. 402. 

Daugherty, McKey & Co., Valdosta, Ga., 
vs. Atlantic Coast Line et al. Lum- 
ber. No. 8621; p. 356. 

Davis Sewing Machine Co., Dayton, O., 
for the Martin Bros. Piano Co. of 
Springfield, O., vs. P. C. C. & St. L. 
Ry. et al. Sewing machines. No. 
8568; p. 140. 

Davis Sewing Machine Co., for Martin 
Bros. Piano Co., Dayton, O., vs. P. 
Cc. C. & St. L. Ry. Sewing’ machines. 
No. 8568, Sub. No. 1; p. 490. 

Delaware & Hudson Co. Application for 
rehearing. No. 4914; p. 700. 

D. L. & W. Coal Co., New York, vs. D. 
L. a W. Ry. Reparation. No. 8867; 
p. Z. 

Detroit Coal Co. vs. Michigan Central R. 
R. and Il. & S. No. 144. Petition for 
rehearing. No. 7760; p. 859. 


Division of rates between Norfolk & 
Western, Marion & Rye Valley and 
Virginia Southern Railways. No. 
8629; p. 356. 


Drefus Bros., Montgomery, Ala., vs. L. 
& N. et al. Candy. No. 8582; p. 279. 


Drewes Sugar Co. et al., New Orleans, 
vs. Southern Pacific et al. Raw sugars. 
No. 9827; p. 1306. 


Duluth Log Co., Duluth, Minn., vs. C. 
& N. W. Ry. et al. Posts, etc. No. 
8541 and subs. 1 to 31; pp. 79, 80, 220, 
278, 329. 

Dulweber, John, Co., Cincinnati, O., and 
Moorehead, Miss., vs. Y. & M. V. Ry. 
et al. Sawmill machinery. No. 8868; 
p. 1117. 

Du Pont de Nemours Powder Co., E. L., 
Wilmington, Del., vs. Phiiadelphia 
Reading Ry: Cinder and coal ashes. 
No. 8679; p. 490. 

Du Pont de Nemours Powder Co., E. L., 
Wilmington, Del., vs. Philadelphia & 
Reading Ry. Cinders and coal ashes. 
No. 8679, Sub. No. 1; p. 490. 

Du Pont de Nemours Powder Co., E. I., 
Wilmington. Del., vs. Philadelphia & 
Reading Ry. Cinder and coal ashes. 
No. 8679, Sub. No. 2; p. 490. 

Du Pont de Nemours Powder Co., E. L., 
Wilmington, Del., vs. Philadelphia & 
Reading Ry. *Cinder and coal ashes. 
No. 8679, Sub. No. 3; p. 490. 

Du Pont de Nemours Powder Co., E. L., 
Wilmington, Del., vs. Philadelphia & 
Reading Ry. Cinder and coal ashes. 
No. 8679, Sub. No. 4; p. 561. 

Du Pont de Nemours Powder Co., E. I., 
Wilmington, Del., vs. Philadelphia & 
Reading Ry. Cinder and coal ashes. 
No. 8679, Sub. No. 5: p. 490. 

Du Pont de Nemours Powder Co., E. I., 
Wilmington, Del., vs. Philadelphia & 
Reading et al. Cincer ashes. No. 
8679, Sub. No. 6; p. 754. 

Du Pont de Nemours Powder Co., E. L., 
Wilmington, Del., vs. P. & R. et al. 
el ashes. No. 8679, Sub. No. 7; p. 
754. 

Du Pont de Nemours Powder Co., E. I., 
Wilmington, Del., vs. P. & R. Ry. et 
al. Explosives. No. 8763; p. 755. 

Dupont Wholesale. Grocery Co., Houma, 
La., vs. A. T. & S. F. et al. Flour. 
No. 8700; p. 562. 

Duquesne Coal & Coke Co., Pittsburgh, 
vs. Wabash Pittsburgh Terminal et 
al. Coal. No. 8506; p. 402. 
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Edmond, Nellie M., Westerly, R. L., vs. 
Groton & Stonington St. Ry. and the 
Norwich & Westerly Traction Co. 
School tickets. No, 8570; p. 278. 

Edwards & Loomis Co., Chicago, vs. P. 
c. Cc. & St. L. et al. Poultry feed. 
No. 8640; p. 453. 7 

Eldred Mill Co., Jackson, Mich., vs. Cin. 
Nor. R. R. et al. Grain. No. 8564; p. 
140. 

Elmore, Brame & Co., Montgomery, 
Ala., vs. San Antonio, & A. P. Ry. 
et al. Cotton. No. 8626; p. 356. 

Ewing. C. F., & Co., Sand Point, Ida., 
vs. Spokane International et al. Ce- 
dar posts. No. 8830; p. 971. 

Ewing, C. F., & Co., Spokane, Wash., 
vs. Spokane International et al. 
Switching charge. No. 8910; p. 1244. 

Fargo (N. D.) Mercantile Co. vs. Nor. 
Pac. Ry. Co. Sugar. No. 8643; p. 489. 

Federal Bridge Co., Waukesha, Wis.. Vs, 
Atchison et al. Structural steel and 
bridge material. No. 8638; p. 402. 

Federal Milling Co., Lockport, N. Y., 
and Camillus, N. Y., vs. M. St. P. & 
S. S. M. et al. Wheat. No. 8658; p. 
490. 

Ferguson, C. M., & Son Grocery Co. 
and the Southern Grocery Co. of Pine 
Bluff, Ark., vs. A. . & A, et al. 
Canned goods. No. 8855; p. 1020. 

Fern Glen Distilling Co., St. Louis, vs. 
St. L. & S. F. Whisky. No. 8922; 

. 1306. 

Flenley Grain Co., Sioux City, vs. Great 
Northern et al. Corn. No. 8888; p. 
1243. 

Fogarty, Philip, & Sons, Providence, 
R. I.. vs. N. Y¥. Central et al. Coal. 
No. 8859; p. 1117. 


Ford Collieries Co. et al., Detroit, Mich., 
vs. B. & L. E. Coal. No. 8694; p. 562. 


Ford Paving Co., Cedar Rapids, Ia., vs. 
Mo. Pac. Ry. et al. Chatts. No. 
8703, Sub. No. 2; p. 919. 


Ford Paving Co., Omaha and Cedar Rap- 
ids, vs. St. L. & S. F. et al. Chatts. 
No. 8703, Sub. No. 3; p. 1019. 

Ford’s Porcelain Works, Perth Amboy, 
N. J., vs. L. V. R. R. et al. Urinals. 
No. 8753; p. 754. 

Forester Lumber Co., Sumpter, S. C., vs. 
Southern Ry. et al. Lumber. No. 8698; 
p. 562. 


Freight Adjustment Steering Commit- 
tee of Charleston, S. C., vs. A. C. L. 
R. p. et al. Fertilizers. No. 8627; 
p. 356. 


Freight Bureau, Chamber of Commerce, 
Macon, Ga., vs. Macon, Dublin & Sa- 
= R. R. et al. Coal. No. 8869; 
> 2 A 


Fuller, W. P., & Co., San Francisco, 
Cal., and elsewhere, vs. A. T. & S. F. 
Ly et al. Linseed oil. No. 8567; p. 

Gamble-Robinson Co., Minneapolis, vs. 
Cc. & E. I. et al. Watermelons. No. 
8739; p. 700. 

Garland Nut & River Co., Pittsburgh, 
vs. Pittsburgh & Lake Erie et al. 
Rivets. No. 8646; p. 489. 

Gates, G. W., & Co., Portland, Ore., vs. 
Southern Pacific et al. Ties. No. 
8865; p. 1117. 

General Construction Co., Milwaukee, 
Wis., vs. C. M. & St. P. Ry. Stone. 
No. 8544; p. 80. 

General Investigation as to rates, rules 
and regulations governing live stock, 
fresh meats, etc. No. 8436; p. 278. 

Gersch, Herman W., South Swansea, 
Mass., vs. N. Y. N. H. & H. Fares. 
No. 8706; p. 596. 

Globe Lumber Co., Kansas City, Mo., 
and Yellow Pine, La., vs. S. L. V. & 
gad et al. Lumber. No. 8809; p. 

Globe Stove & Range Co., Kokomo, Ind., 
= PF. C CC. 2 S te By... &- al. 
Stoves. No. 8554; p. 80. 

Good, Orrin S., Spokane, vs. C. M. & 
St. P. et al. Lumber. No. 8404; 
p. 859. 

Good, Orrin S., Spokane, vs. Great 
Northern et al. Pine. No. 8503, Sub. 
No. 5: p. 453. 

Good, Orrin S., Spokane, vs. Great 
Northern and Idaho & Washington 
Northern et al. Lumber. No. 8504, 
Sub. No. 1; p. 402. 

Good, Orrin S., Spokane, vs. Great 
 - aaa et al. Lumber. No. 8584; Pp. 
27 


Good, Orrin S., Spokane, Wash., vs. 
en Northern et al. Pine. No. 8649; 
p. 489. 

Good, Orrin S., Spokane, vs. C. M. & 
St. P. et al. Lumber. No. 8804; p. 
1019. 





——— 


Good, 
M. 
8804 

Good, 
M. 
Sub 

Good, 
Gt. 
p. { 

Grain 
Co. 
No. 

Grant 
tior 

Grav 
Api 
ber 

Grav 

Vs. 
$62 

Greel 

Mo 
bri 
$48 


Gree 


uct 
Gugt 


He 


Hi 
H 
H 
H 


H 








Pee | 


~.Y 


i lie 





Good, Orrin S., Spokane, Wash., vs. C. 
M. & St. P. et al. Lumber. No. 
8804, Sub. No. 1; p. 1191. 

Good, Orrin S., Spokane, Wash., vs. C. 
M. & St. P. et al. Lumber. No. 8804, 
Sub. No. 2; p. 1306. 

Good, Orrrin S., Spokane, Wash., vs. 
Gt a Ry. Co. Lumber. No. 8821; 
p 4 

Grain Exchange of Pittsburgh vs. Pa. 
Co. et al. Grain, feed, hay and straw. 
No. 8820; p. 919. 

Grand Trunk Ry. of Canada. Applica- 
tion for rehearing. No. 6624; p. 700. 

Graves Bros. Co., Hosford, Fla., vs. 
Apalachicola Nor. R. R. et al. Lum- 
ber. No. 8720; p. 644. 

Graves Coal & Coke Co., St. Louis, Mo., 
vs. St. L & S. F. et al. Coal. No. 
$624; p. 356. 

Green, A. P., Fire Brick Co., Mexico, 
Mo., vs. Chicago & Alton et al. Fire 
brick and fire clay products. No. 
$483; p. 278. 

Green, R. H., et al., Jackson, Miss., vs. 
A. & V. Ry. - Grain and grain prod- 
ucts. No. 8542; p. 80. 

Guggenheim & Co., San Francisco, vs. 
A. T. & S. F. et al. Fig pulp. No. 
8850; p. 1020. 

Gulf Atlantic S. S. Co., Fort Myers, Fla., 
V8, Aer Through routes. No. 
8576; p. 279. 

Gulf Refining Co., 
st. L. S. F. & T. et al. 
8550; p. 80. 

Gulf Refining Co. of Louisiana, Pitts- 
burgh, Pa., vs. L. & N. et al. Gaso- 
line. No. 8586; p. 279. 

Gund John, Brewing Co., La Crosse, 
Wis., vs. C. M. & St. P. Ry. Beer 
packages. No. 8823; p. 920. 

Haeger Brick & Tile Co., Elgin and 
Dundee, Ill., vs. C. & N. W. Ry. et 
al. Drain tile. No. 8701; p. 596. 
Hall & Richter Paper Co., ‘Northumber- 
land, N. H., vs. Boston & Maine et al. 
Coal. No. 8761; p. 755. 

Hamilton, J. T. & A., Pittsburgh, Pa., 
vs. P. R. R. Co. et al. Glass bot- 
tles. No. 8678; p. 490. 

Hardy Salt Co., St. Louis, vs. St. L. 
M. & S. et al. Salt. No. 8846; p. 1620. 


Harness to Oklahoma Points. Applica- 
tion for rehearing. I. & S. 616; p. 
ood. 

Harrison Bros. & Co., Philadelphia, vs. 
L. & N. et al. Crude pyrites. No. 
8891; p. 1243. 

Harrison Bros. & Co., Philadelphia, vs. 
B. & O. et al. Pyrites cinders. No. 
$892; p. 1243. 

Hasgell Mfg. Co. et al., Pawtucket, R. 
I.. vs. N. Y¥. N. H. & H. et al. Iron. 
No. 8667; p. 490. 

Healey, P, Evansville, Ind., vs. C. & 
O. Ry. et al. Coke. No. 8715; p. 644. 

Heckle, E. J., Kansas City, vs. Cc. B. & 
Q., and W. S. Dickey Clay Mfg. Co. 
Sewer pipe. No. 8801; p. 919. 

Hires Condensed Milk Co. et al. vs. 
Pennsylvania R. R. Motion to amend 
order. No. 7027; p. 859. 

Hocking Domestic Coal Co., Hobson, 
O., vs. Kanawha & Michigan. Coal. 
No. 8599; p. 279. 

Hogan & West, Spokane, vs. Great 
Notre et al. Pine. No. 8649, Sub. 
No. 1; p. 489. 

Hogan & West, Spokane, Wash., vs. 
_ Great Northern et al. Pine. No. 
8508, Sub. No. 4; p. 453. 

Holland-St. Louis Sugar Co., Holland, 
Mich., and Decatur, Ind., vs. _ Iil. 
Cent. R. R. et al. Cane sugar. No. 
8555; p. 80. 

Hollingshead & Blei, Inc., 
St. re M. & S. et al. 
8887; 1243. 

Hollinshead. J. D., Co., Chicago, vs. St. 
L. & S. F. et al. Gum staves. No. 
8655; p. 489. 

Hopkins, Hough & Merrill Co.. Branch- 
ville, N. J., vs. D. Ww. RR. B. 
et al. Coal. No. 8781; p. 860. 

Houston (Tex.) Tie & Lumber Co. vs. 
Morgan’s R. R. & S. S. Co. et al. 
Railroad ties. No. 8925; p. 1306. 

Hudson Motor Car Co., Detroit, vs. 
Grand Trunk of Canada et al. Elec- 
tric batteries. No. 8551; p. 80. 

Hurd, C. H., Brockerage Co., Denver, 
vs. Wichita Valley et al. Pecans. No. 
8926; p. 1306. 

Hussey, C. G., & Co., Pittsburgh, Pa., 
vs. P. & Ll. E. et al. Copper products. 
No. 8406, Sub. No. 30; p. 453. 

Hygienic Ice Co. vs. C. & N. W. et al. 
oe for rehearing. No. 6567; p. 
‘ e 

Illinois Coal, Operators’ Assn., Indiana 

3ituminous Coal Operators’ Assn. and 


Pittsburgh, Pa., vs. 
Naphtha. No. 


Chicago, vs. 
Staves. No. 





Central Illinois Coal Operators’ Assn. 
vs. + T. & S. F. et al. Coal. No. 8537; 
Dp. 

Independent Harvester Co., Plano, IIl., 
vs. C. I. & L. Ry. et al. Agricultural 
implements. No. 8806; p. 919. 

Inland Crystal Salt Co., Salt Lake City, 
vs. Camas Prairie et al. Salt. No. 
8749; p. 754. 

Inland Navigation Co., St. Louis, Mo., 
vs. Wabash Ry. et al. Through routes 
and joint rates. No. 8709; p. 596. 

International Paper Co., Franklin, N. 
H., vs. Me. Cent. R. R. et al. Print 
paper. No. 8547; p. 80. 

International Paper Co., 
Vt., vs. B. & O. et al. 
No. 8639; p. 453. 

International Purchasing Co., Boston, 
Mass., vs. B. & M. R. R. et al. Junk. 
No. 8696; p. 562. 

Investigation of financial affairs of 
Wabash-Pittsburgh Terminal R. R. 
No. 8663; p. 809. 

Isbell, S. S., Co., 
Cin. a Ry. et al. 


Bellows Falls, 
Box board. 


Jackson, Mich., vs. 
Beans. No. 8566; 


p. 0. 

Jackson (Miss.) Board of Trade and 
Meridian Board of Trade vs. Illinois 
Central et al. Grain. No. 8542, Sub. 
No. 1; p. 329. 

Jellico (Tenn.) Grocery Co. vs. L. & N. 
et al. Coffee. No. 8595; p. 279. 

Jones, Thos. S., & Co., Louisville, Ky., 
ve. ©. C..C: & Bt. &. Ry. ot ai. 
Whisky. No. 8680; p. 561. 

Jones & Laughlin Steel Co., vs. Pitts- 
burgh & Lake Erie. Through routes. 
No. 8406; p. 278. 

Joseph, Isaac, Iron Co., Cincinnati, O., 
vs. Norfolk & Western et al. Scrap 
iron. No. 8916; p. 1306. 

Kansas City & Memphis Ry. vs. St. L. 
& S. F. R. R. Forwarding facilities. 
No. 8783; p. 860. 

Kath, Henry K., Co., Muscatine, Ia., vs. 
Ala., Tenn, & Nor. Ry. et al. Mus- 
sel shells. No. 8919; p. 1306. 

Kettle River Co., Minneapolis vs. Mo. 
Pac. et al. Ties. No. 8834; p. 972. 
Kimberly-Clark Co., Neenah, Wis., and 
elsewhere vs. American Express Co. 

Paper. No. 8787; p. 860. 

Kindred, O. C., Cumberland County, 
Tenn., vs. C. N. O. & T.°P. Ry. Tan 
bark. No. 8682; p. 561. 

King, J. B., & Co., New York and New 
Brighton, N. Y., vs. Staten Island 
Rapid Transit Co. et al. Gypsum. 
No. 8631; p. 402. 

Kinnear Mfg. Co., Columbus, O., vs. P. 
Cc. C & St. L. et al. Rolling doors. 
No. 8889; p. 1243. 

Kinnear Mfg. Co., Columbus, O., vs, C. 
Cc. Cc. & St. L. et al. Steel trolling 
doors. No 8s908:; p. 1244. 

Knight & Wall Co., Tampa, Fla., vs. 
Merchants’ & Miners’ Transportation 
Co. and the S. A. L. Iron bolts. No. 
8538; p. 39. 

Knight Woolen Mills, Provo, Utah, vs. 
DD. & R. G. et al. Wool in grease. 
No. 8727; p. 700. 


Kuenhne-Chastain Commission Co. et al. 
vs. Green Bay & Western et al. Peti- 
tion for rehearing. No. 7611: p. 700. 


Kupfer, A. M., Co. vs. A. T. & S. F. Ry. 
et al. Petition for a of de- 
cision. No. 6812, Sub. No. 4; p. 754. 


Kurger, J. L., Lumber Co., Abilene, 
Kan.. vs. St. L. & S. F. et al. Coal. 
No. 8924; p. 1306. 


Lackawanna Bridge Co. vs. South Buf- 
falo Rv. et al. Reparation. No. 8767, 
Sub. No. 1; p. 809. 


Lackawanna Steel Co., New York City, 
vs. South Buffalo Ry. et al. Through 
routes. No. 8406, Sub. No. 29; p. 278. 


La Crosse Shippers’ Assn, Supplemental, 
vs. C. M. & St. P. Ry. C. & C. rates. 
No. 7248; p. 1117. . 

La Crosse, Wis., Shippers’ Ass’n vs. C. 
ih Q. et al. Pig iron. No. 8592; p. 

La Crosse Shippers’ Ass’n for the Inter- 
State Oil Co. vs. C. B. & Q. et al. Pe- 
troleum oil. No. 8593; p. 279. 

La Crosse Shippers’ Ass’n for the C. & J. 
Michel Brewing Co. et al. vs. C. & N. 
W. et al. Beer. No. 8594; p. 279. 

La Crosse Shippers’ oe et al, La 
Crosse, Wis., vs. C. & St. P. Ry et 
al. Coal. No. 8622: »D. 356. 

La Crosse Shippers’ Ass’n et al vs. C. I. 

L. Ry. Co. et al. Coal. No. 8642; 
p. 489. 

La Crosse Shivpers’ Ass’n vs. C. St. P. 
M. so. et al. Scrap paper. No. 8650; 
p. 

La Crosse Shippers’ Ass’n vs. C. & 
St. P. et al. Beer. No. 8651; p. M99 
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La Crosse Shippers’ Ass’n for the Car- 
gilt Coal Co. et al. vs. C. C. C. & St. 
L. et al. Coal. No. 8652; p. 489. 

La Crosse Shippers’ Ass’n, La Crosse, 
Wis., vs. Mich. Cent. R. R. et al. 
Grapes. No. 8669; p. 490. 

Lake Shore Stone Co. et al., 
Wis., vs. C. M. & St. P. Ry. 
No. 8810; p. 919. 

Lake Superior Paper Co., Sault Ste. 
Marie, Ont., vs. M. St. P. & S. S. M. et 
al. Print paper. No. 8612; p. 330. 

Lamb, J. I., Co. Corporation and J. C. 
Burns, La Crosse, Wis., vs. Illinois 
Central R. R: et al. Strawberries. No. 
8874; p. 1118. 

Lamb-Fish Lumber Co, vs. Y. & M. V. et 
al. Petition for rehearing py com- 
plainant. No. 7217; p. 971. 

Lamb-Fish Lumber Co., 


Lannon, 
Stone. 


Charleston, 


Miss., vs. Y. & M. V. et al. Through 
rates. No. 8535; p. 38. 
Lamb-Fish Lumber Co. et al., Charles- 


ton, Miss., vs. A. C. & Y. R. R. et al. 
Coal, etc. No. 8673; p. 490. 

Lange Soap Co., San Antonio, Tex., vs 
Galveston, Harrisborn & San Antonio 
Ry. Cottonseed oil. No. $914; p. 1244. 

Lawlor Cycle Co., Lincoln, Neb., vs. .C. 
M. & St. P. Ry. et al. Motorcycles. 
No. 8559; pv. 139. 

Lee Street’ Baptist Sunday School, Rob- 
ert F. Clay, Supt., Bristol, Va., vs. 
Virginia & Southwestern et al. Excur- 
sion train service. No. 8797; p. 919. 

Lehigh Coal & Navigation Co., Phila- 
delphia, vs. Lehigh & New England et 
al. Coal. No. 8833; p. 972. 

Lennox Chemical Co., Cleveland, O., vs. 
New York Central. Carboys. No. 8847; 
p. 1020. 

Lewis, C. M., Co., Jacksonville, Fla., vs. 
he Ge Re Class and commodity rates. 
No. 8828; p. 971. 

Libby Lumber Co., 
Great Northern. 
p. 1352. 

Live Poultry and Dairy Shippers’ Traf- 
fic Ass’n, Chicago and elsewhere, vs. 
A. T. & S. F. et al. Live poultry. 
No. 8579; p. 279. 

Lookout Paint Mfg. Co., Chattanooga, 
vs. New York Central et al. Chrome 
ore. No. 8610; p. 330. 

Louisiana Lumber Co., Cairo, Ill., vs. 
c.c. Cc. & St. L. Ry. Switching. No. 
8808; p. 919. 

Lycoming Timber & Lumber Co., Potts- 
ville, vs. N. Y. P. & N. Mine props. 
No. 8876, Sub. No. 1; p. 1243. 

Maloney Tank Mfg. Co., Tulsa, Okla., 
vs. S. L. & S. F. et al. Iron tank 
material. No. 8662; p. 490. 

Mandel, J. I., et al., Biwabik, Minn., et 
al. vs. Northern Pacific Ry. Fares. 
No. 8786; p. 860. : 

March. Martin, et al. New York City, 
vs. Canadian Pacific et al. Egg yolk. 
No. 8540: p. 39. 

Marsh & Truman Lbr. Co., Chicago, vs. 
L. & N. et al. Lumber. No. 8587; p. 
279. 

Marsh & Truman Lumber Co., Chicago, 
vs. L. & N. et al. Lumber. No. 8587, 
Sub. No. 1: p. 729. 

Martin, Fred S., South Sioux City, Neb:, 
vs. Sioux City Service Co. et al. Trol- 
ley fare. No. 8661; p.- 490. 

Mayer, Richard, Co., Boston, Mass., vs. 
Southern Ry. et al. Cotton, wool and 
jute. No. 8578; p. 279. 

McCaull-Dinsmore Co. vs. Great North- 
ern et al. Petition by complainant for 
rehearing. No. 7727; p. 971. 


McClintick & Co., Tustin, Mich., and 
Evansville, Ind.. vs. L. & N. et al. 
Watermelons. No. 8657; p. 490. 

McDavitt Bros. et al., Brownsville, Tex., 
and elsewhere vs. St. L. B. & M. et al. 
Vegetables. No. 8904; p. 1243. 

McFarland, Thos., Lbr. Co., Cairo, IIl., 
vs. Butler County R. R. et al. Lum- 
ber. No. 8656; p. 490. 

McKay & Morgan, Nashville, vs. L. & N 
et al. Hominy and canned kraut. No. 
8837; p. 1019. 

— Lumber Co., 

& O. R. R. et al. 
3670" p. 490. 

Meeker & Co. vs. the Pennsylvania Ry. 
Coal. No. 8759; p. 754. 

Memphis Freight Bureau for. Weis & 
Lesh Mfg. Co. of Memphis vs. Ala. & 
ee Ry. et al. Spokes. No. 8563; 
Pp. ‘ 

Mengel, C. C.. & Bro. Co., Louisville, 
ae. 3s L. & N. Lumber. No. 8665; 
p. 490. 

Merriam, Hall & Co., North Leominster, 
Mass., vs. B. & M. R. R. Furniture. 
No. 8685; p. 561. 


Libby, Mont., vs. 
Lumber. No. 8942; 


Omaha, Neb., vs. 
Cross-ties. No. 
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Western Transportation Co. et al. 
Linseed cake. No. 8745; p. 754. 
Cataract Refining & Mfg. Co., Buffalo, 
N. Y., vs. Wabash Ry. et al. Pe- 
troleum grease. No. 8625; p. 356. 
Cedarburg, Wis., Advancement Assn. et 
al. vs. Ann Arbor R. R. et al. Ag- 
gregate rates. No. 8581; p. 279. 
Central R. R. of New Jersey et al. Ap- 
—- for rehearing. No. 4914; p. 
Chamber of Commerce of Milwaukee vs. 


Cc. M. & St. P. Ry. Grain. No. 8870; 
p. 1117. 
Chaney, G., Co., Spokane, Wash., vs. 


Oregon Short Line et al. 
No. 8603; p. 279. 

Cheek-Neal Coffee Co. et al, Nashville, 
- Re & N. et al. Sugar. No. 8854; p. 

Cheney, W. G., Co., Spokane, vs. Great 
Northern et al. Cedar poles. No. 
8337; p. 402. 

Chicago Board of Trade vs. Lehigh Val- 
ley Transportation Co. et al. Grain. 
No. 8895; p. 1243. 

Chicago Board of Trade vs. Great Lakes 
Transit Corporation. Grain. No. 8907; 
p. 1244. 

Chicago Bridge & Iron Works, Chicago 
and Bridgeport, Canada, vs. P. & 
L. E. R. R. et al. 
No. 8647; p. 489. 


Chicago Bridge & Iron Co., Chicago, 


Cedar poles. 


Steel beams, “ete. 


Ill., vs. Erie Ry. et al. Steel and 
iron. No. 8758; p. 754. 
Chicago-Portland Cement Co., La Salle 


and elsewhere, vs. C. & N. W. Ry. 
Portland cement. No. 8824; p. 920. 
Chicago Retort & Fire Brick Co., Chi- 
cago, vs. Wabash et al. Fire clay. 
No. 8915; p. 1306. 


Church, Norman W., vs. A. T. & S. F. 


Ry. et al. Petition for modification 
coe. No. 6812, Sub. No. 2; p. 
754, 


City of Astoria vs, Spokane, Portland & 
Seattle. Ciass and commodity rates. 
No. 6523; p. 644. 

City of Atlanta et al. vs. Southern et 
al. Rate readjustment. No. 8844; p. 
1920. 

Clay County Produce Co., 
Kan., vs. Western Union Tel. Co. 
Poultry. No. 8917; p. 1306. 

Cleveland (Tenn.) Excelsior Co. vs. 
ewe Ry. et al. Excelsior. No. 
8733; p. 754. 

Cleveland Lumber & Mfg. Co., 
land, Tenn., gs Southern Ry. 
ber. No. 8726; p. 700. 


Clay Center, 


Cleve- 
Lum- 


Clinton (lIa.) Bridge Works vs. Cc. & 
N. one et al. Steel bars. No. 8600; 
p. 279. 


Closset & Devers, Portland, Ore., vs. 
Northern Pacific Ry. Tea. No. 8765; 


p. 809. 

Cobb, R. P.. Co., St. Paul, Minn., vs. 
C,. St. P. M. & O. et al. Butter. No. 
8931; p. 1306. 

Coffeyville (Kan) Vitrified Brick & Tile 
mo va A..F. & & FF. Ry. Mrick. 


No. 8776; p. 860. 

Colorado Alfalfa Meal & Mfg. Co., 
Vineland, Colo., vs. Mo. Pac. Ry. et 
al. Alfalfa meal. No. 8548; p. 80. 


Columbia ransfer Co, St. Louis, Vs. 
Cc. B & @. Switching charges. No. 
8951; p. 1352. 


Commercial Ciub of the City of Duluth, 
Kelley-How-Thomson Co. and Mar- 
shall Wells Hardware Co. vs. Pennsyl- 
vania Co. et al. Class and commod- 
ity rates. No. 8628; p. 402 

Commercial Club, Mitchell City, S. D., 
vs. Ahnapee & Western et al. Class 
ona commodity rates. No. 8712; p. 

Commission inquiry. 
sions. No. 8565; p. 561. 

Connors- Weyman’ Steel Co., 
ham, vs. L. & N. et al. Billets. No. 
8501; p. 278. 

Consumers’ Co., Chicago, vs. M. St. P. 
& S. S. M. et al. Ice. No. 8842; p. 
1019. 

Cosmos Portland Cement Co. vs. Illi- 
nois Central R. R. et al. Application 
for rehearing. No. 7433: p. 754. 

Crandall, Charles T.. vs. Groton & Ston- 
ington et al. Trolley fares. No. 8570, 
Sub. No. 1; p. 278. 

Cranston, John A., Lbr. Co., Wilming- 


Rates and divi- 


Birming- 


ton, Del., vs. Southern Ry. et al. 
Lumber. No. 8577; p. 278. 
Creamery Package Mfg. Co., Chicago, 


vs. St. L. & S. F. et al. Lumber. No. 
8902; p. 1243. 

Crossett Lumber Co., Little Rock, Ark., 
vs. Ark. & La. Midland Ry. et al. 
Silos. No. 8711; p. 597. 
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Crown Columbia Paper Co., San Fran- 
cisco, Cal., vs. P. R: R. et al. Ma- 
chinery. No. 8674; p. 490. 

Crown Cork & Seal Co., Baltimore, vs. 
P. R. R. et al. Bottle openers. No. 
8654; p. 489. 

Crown Cork & Seal Co., Baltimore, vs. 
P. R. R. et al. Bottle openers. No. 
8654, Sub. No. 1; p. 489. 

Crown Cork & Seal Co., Baltimore, 
vs. P. R. R. et al. Bottle openers. 
No. 8654, Sub. No. 2; p. 489. 

Crown Cork & Seal Co., Baltimore, vs. 
Penna. R. R. et al. Bottle openers. 
No. 8654, Sub. No. 3; p. 1352. 

Crown Willamette Paper Co., San Fran- 
cisco, Cal., vs. A. T. & S. F. et al. 
Paper. No. 8775; p. 860. 

Cudahy Packing Co., Chicago, vs. A. T. 
& S. F. Ice. No. 8533; p. 38. 

Cumberland County Power & Light Co., 
Cumberland, Me., et al., vs. Eastern 
S. S. Corporation. Through routes No, 
8605; p. 329. 

Currie & Campbell, Philadelphia, vs. 
Central of New Jersey. Lumber. No. 
8653; p. 489. 

Dakota Improved Seed Co., Mitchell, S. 
D., vs. C. M. & St. P. Alfalfa seed. 
No. 8645; p. 489. 

Dallas Cooperage & Woodenware Co., 

- Dallas and Oak Cliff, Tex., vs. G. C. 
& S. F. et al. Slack and tight barrels. 
No. 8636; p. 402. 

Daugherty, McKey & Co., Valdosta, Ga., 
vs. Atlantic Coast Line et al. Lum- 
ber. No. 8621; p. 356. 

Davis Sewing Machine Co., Dayton, O., 
for the Martin Bros. Piano Co. of 
Springfield, O., vs. P. C. C. & St. L. 
Ry. et al. Sewing machines. No. 
8568; p. 140. 

Davis Sewing Machine Co., for Martin 
Bros. Piano Co., Dayton, O., vs. P. 
Cc. C. & St. L. Ry. Sewing* machines. 
No. 8568, Sub. No. 1; p. 490. 

Delaware & Hudson Co. Application for 
rehearing. No. 4914; p. 700. 


D. L. & W. Coal Co., fhe York, vs. D. 
L. & W. Ry. Reparation. No. 8867; 
p. 1117. 


Detroit Coal Co. vs. Michigan Central R. 
R. and Il. & S. No. 144. Petition for 
rehearing: No. 7760; p. 859. 

Division of rates between Norfolk & 
Western, Marion & Rye Valley and 
Virginia Southern Railways. No. 
8629; p. 356. 

Drefus Bros., Montgomery, Ala., vs. L. 
& N. et al. Candy. No. 8582; p. 279. 

Drewes Sugar Co. et al., New Orleans, 
vs. Southern Pacific et al. Raw sugars. 
No. 9827; p. 1306. 

Duluth Log Co., Duluth, Minn., vs. C. 
& N. W. Ry. et al. Posts, etc. No. 
8541 and subs. 1 to 31; pp. 79, 80, 220, 
278, 329. 

Dulweber, John, Co., Cincinnati, O., and 
Moorehead, Miss., vs. Y. & M. V. Ry. 


et Tol Sawmill machinery. No. 8868; 
p. 11 
Du Pont de Nemours Powder Co., E. L., 


Wilmington, Del., vs. Phiiadelphia & 
Reading Ry: Cinder and coal ashes. 
No. 8679; p. 490. 

Du Pont de Nemours Powder Co., E. I., 
Wilmington, Del., vs. Philadelphia & 
Reading Ry. Cinders and coal ashes. 
No. 8679, Sub. No. 1; p. 490. 

Du Pont de Nemours Powder Co., E. LI., 
Wilmington. Del., vs. Philadelphia & 
Reading Ry. Cinder and coal ashes. 
No. 8679, Sub. No. 2; p. 490. 

Du Pont de Nemours Powder Co., E. I., 
Wilmington, Del., vs. Philadelphia & 
Reading Ry. *Cinder and coal ashes. 
No. 8679, Sub. No. 3; p. 490. 

Du Pont de Nemours Powder Co., E. I., 
Wilmington, Del., vs. Philadelphia & 
Reading Ry. Cinder and coal ashes. 
No. 8679, Sub. No. 4; p. 561. 

Du Pont de Nemours Powder Co., E. I., 
Wilmington, Del., vs. Philadelphia & 
Reading Ry. Cinder and coal ashes. 
No. 8679, Sub. No. 5: p. 490. 

Du Pont de Nemours Powder Co., E. I., 
Wilmington, Del., vs. Philadelphia & 
Reading et al. Cincer ashes. No. 
8679, Sub. No. 6; p. 754. 

Du Pont de Nemours Powder Co., E. L., 
Wilmington, Del., vs. P. & R. et al. 
— ashes. No. 8679, Sub. No. 7; p 
é ° 

Du Pont de Nemours Powder Co., E. L., 
Wilmington, Del., vs. P. & R. Ry. et 
al. Explosives. No. 8763; p. 755. 

Dupont Wholesale wr oe Co., Houma, 
La., vs. A. T. & S. F. et ai. Flour. 
No. 8700; p. 562. 

Duquesne ‘Coal & Coke Co., Pittsburgh, 
vs. Wabash Pittsburgh ‘Terminal et 
al. Coal. No. 8506; p. 402. 





Edmond, Nellie M., Westerly, R. L., vs. 
Groton & Stonington St. Ry. and the 
Norwich & Westerly Traction Co. 
School tickets. No. 8570; p. 278. 

Edwards & Loomis Co., Chicago, vs. P. 
Cc. Cc. & St. L. et al. Poultry feed. 
No. 8640; p. 453. 

Eldred Mill Co., Jackson, Mich., vs. Cin. 


Nor. R. R. et al. Grain. No. 8564; p. 
140. 
Elmore, Brame & Co., Montgomery, 


Ala., vs. San Antonio, & A. P. Ry. 

. Cotton. No. 8626; p. 356. 

Ewing. C. F., & Co., Sand Point, Ida., 
vs. Spokane International et al. Ce- 
dar posts. No. 8830; 971. 

Ewing, C. F., & Co., diccstane, Wash., 
vs. Spokane International’ et al. 
Switching charge. No. 8910; p. 1244. 

Fargo (N. D.) Mercantile Co. vs. Nor. 
Pac. Ry. Co. Sugar. No. 8643; p. 489. 

Federal Bridge Co., Waukesha, Wis.. VS, 
Atchison et al. Structural hw and 
bridge material. No. 8638; p. 402. 

Federal Milling Co., Lockport, : oe 
and Camillus, N. Y., vs. M. St. P. & 
S. S. M. et al. Wheat. No. 8658; p. 
490. 

Ferguson, C. M., & Son Grocery Co. 
and the Southern Grocery Co. of Pine 
Bluff, Ark., vs. A. B. & A, et al. 
Canned goods. No. 8855; p. 1020. 

Fern Glen Distilling Co., St. Louis, vs. 

& 


an 3 Whisky. No. 922: 
p. 1306. ’ 

Flenley Grain Co., Sioux City, vs. Great 
Northern et al. Corn. No. 8888; p. 


12438. 

Fogarty, Philip, & Sons, Providence, 
R. L.. vs. N. Y¥. Central et al. Coal. 
No. 8859; p. 1117. 

Ford Collieries Co. et al., Detroit, Mich., 
vs. B. & L. E. Coal. No. 8694; p. 562. 

Ford Paving Co., Cedar Rapids, Ia., vs. 
Mo. Pac. Ry. et al. Chatts. No. 
8703, Sub. No. 2; p. 919. 

Ford Paving Co., Omaha and Cedar Rap- 
ids, vs. St. L. & S. F. et al. Chatts. 
No. 8703, Sub. No. 3; p. 1019. 

Ford’s Porcelain Works, Perth Amboy, 


N. J., vs. L. V. R. R. et al. Urinals. 
No. 8753; p. 754. 
Forester Lumber Co., Sumpter, S. C., vs. 


Southern Ry. et al. Lumber. No. 8698; 
p. 562. 


Freight Adjustment Steering ae 


tee of Charleston, S. C., vs. A 
R. R. et al. Fertilizers. No. 8627; 
p. 356. 


Freight Bureau, Chamber of Commerce, 
Macon, Ga., vs. Macon, Dublin & Sa- 
hes a R. R. et al. Coal. No. 8869; 
p. 1117. 


Fuller, W. P., & Co., San Francisco, 
Cal., and elsewhere, vs. A. T. & S. F. 
4 et al. Linseed oil. No. 8567; p. 

Gamble-Robinson Co., 
C. & E. I. et al. 
8739; p. 700. 

Garland Nut & River Co., Pittsburgh, 
vs. Pittsburgh & Lake Erie et al. 
Rivets. No. 8646; p. 489. 

Gates, G. W., & Co., Portland, Ore., vs. 
Southern Pacific et al. Ties. No. 
8865; p. 1117. 

General Construction Co., 
we, THR C... 
No. 8544; p. 80. 

General Investigation as to rates, rules 
and regulations governing live stock, 
fresh meats, etc. No. 8436; p. 278. 

Gersch, Herman W., South Swansea, 
Mass., vs. N. Y. N. H. & H. Fares. 
No. 8706; p. 596. 

Globe Lumber Co., Kansas City, Mo., 
and Yellow Pine, La., vs. S. L. V. & 
» Raga et al. Lumber. No. 8809; p. 

Globe Stove & Range Co., Kokomo, Ind., 
m2. ¢ &. 2 ea. L.: Be otal. 
Stoves. No. 8554; p. 80. 

Good, Orrin S., Spokane, vs. C. M. & 
SS: PF - o& ab 


p. 859. 

Good, Orrin S.. Spokane, vs. Great 
Northern et al. Pine. No. 8503, Sub. 
No. 5; p. 453. 

Good, Orrin S., Spokane, vs. Great 
Northern and Idaho & Washington 
Northern et al. Lumber. No. 8504, 
Sub. No. 1; p. 402. 

Good, Orrin S., Spokane, vs. Great 
Northern et al. Lumber. No. 8584; p. 


279. 
Good, Orrin S., Spokane, Wash., vs. 
No. 8649; 


ores Northern et al. Pine. 

p. 489. 

Good, Orrin S., Spokane, vs. C. M. & 
St. P. et al. Lumber. No. 8804; p. 
1019. 


Minneapolis, vs. 
Watermelons. No. 


Milwaukee, 
& St. P. Ry. Stone. 


Lumber. No. 8404; 





H 
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Meyer, Frederick, Buffalo, N. Y., vs. 
abash R. R. et al. Ice cream wag- 
ons. No. 8619; p. 330. 

Michigan Central, application for per- 
—— to operate car ferry. No. 8898; 
p. q 

Milwaukee, Wis., Bag Co. vs. C. M. & 
St. P. et al. Jute. No. 8928; p. 1306. 

Milwaukee, Wis., Bag Co. vs. "Cc. M. & 
St. P. et al. Jute and cotton bags. 
No. 8934; p. 1352. 

Milwaukee, Wis., Bag Co. vs. C. & N. 
W. et al. Jute and cotton bags. No. 
8935; p. 1306. 

Minneapolis, Minn., Traffic Ass’n et al. 
vs. Ann Arbor R. R. et al. Flour. 
No. 8768; p. 809. 

Mitchell, Lewis & Staver Co., Port- 
land, Ore., vs. C. & N. W. et al. 
Transplanters. No. 8609; p. 330. 

Mitchell Auto & Supply Co. ‘et al., Mitch- 


ell, S. D., vs. C. M. & St. P. Ry. et 
al. Automobiles. No. 8692; p. 561. 
Modern Brokerage Co. et al., Portland, 


Ore., vs. Southern Pacific et al. 
Celery. No. 8614; 

Moore, Lucas N., Stave Co., Mobile, 
Ala., and Columbus, Miss., vs. M. & O. 
R. R. et al. Oak and gum staves. No. 
8825; p. 920. 

Moore, Lucas N., Stave Co. vs. Southern 
oe and gum staves. No. 8826; 
p. , 

Moran Engineering Co., Seattle, vs. C. 
M.S St. P. Machinery. No. 8606; 
Pp 

Morris & Co., Kansas City, vs. Inter- 
national & Great Northern et al. 
Lard. No. 8784; p. 860. 

Muncie & Western R. R. vs. C. & 
St. L. et al. Switching. No. 5838, Fo 
No. 1; p. 1191. 

Murphy Chair Co., Detroit, Mich., vs. 
er ig Ry. et al. Chairs. No. 8724; 
Pp. ‘ 

Muskogee Produce Co. et al., Musko- 
Malone Co., Tulsa, Okla., vs. Pa. & 
Atlantic R. R. Co. et al. Cranberries. 
No. 8666; p. 490. 

Muskogee Prouce Co. et al., Musko- 
gee, Okla., vs. S. L. & S. F. R. R. et 
al. Apples. No. 8756; p. 754. 

Natchez, Miss., Chamber of Commerce 
vs. La. & Ark. et al. Class and com- 
modity rates. No. 8845; p. 1020. 

Natchez Chamber of Commerce, Natchez, 
Miss., vs. Y. & M. V. R. R. Class 
rates. No. 8857; p. 1020. 

Natchez, Miss., Chamber of Commerce 
and R. Scudamore Jr. vs. A. T. & 8S. 
F. et al. Cement plaster. No. 8860; 
p. 1117. 

Natchez, Miss., Chamber of Commerce 
vs. Y. & M. V. Ry. et al. C. & C. 
rates. No. 8866; ». 1117. 

Natchez, Miss., Chamber ss Commerce 
and R. Scudamore vs. Y. & M. V. et 
al. Lime. No. 8878; p. 1118. 

Natchez, Miss., Chamber of Commerce 
vs. Ark., L. & Guif R. R. et al. 
Soda water. No. 8920; p. 130. 

National Confectioners’. Ass’n et al., 
Chicago, IIL, vs. Aberdeen & Rockfish 
et al. Candy. No. 8764; p. 755. 

National Pickle & Canning Co., St. 
Louis, Mo., vs. Pere Marquette R. R. 
Co. Pickles. No. 8791; p. 860. 

National Slag Co., Allentown, Pa., vs 
— Valley et al. Slag. No. 8940; 
p. q 


National Tube Co. vs. Lake Terminal 
R. R. and Lorain, Ashland & South- 
ern R. R. Allowances to short lines. 
No. 8406, Sub. No. 8; p. 219. 

National Tube Co. vs. Lake Terminal 
R. R. and New York Central. Allow- 
ances to short lines. No. 8406, Sub. 
No. 9; p. 

National Tube Co. vs. Lake Terminal 
R. R. and Lorain & West Virginia Ry. 
and Wheeling & Lake Erie. Allow- 
ances to short lines. No. 8406, Sub. 
No. 10; p. 219. 

National Tube Co. vs. Lake Terminal 
R. R. and Baltimore & Ohio. Allow- 
ances to short lines. No. 8406, Sub. 
No. 11; p. 219. 

National Tube Co. vs. Lake Terminal 
R. R. and N. Y. C. & St. L. Allow- 
ances to short lines. No. 8406, Sub. 
No. 12; p. 219. 

Neibus & Drescher Co., Sacramento, 
Cal., vs. California Traction Co. et al. 
Hops. No. 8675; p. 490. 

Neola Elevator Co., Kansas City, vs. 
Cc. & N. W. et al. Grain screenings. 
No. 8803; p. 919. 

New England milk and cream investiga- 
tion. No. 8558; p. 139. 

New York Central et al. Application 
for rehearing. No. 4914; p. 700. 


Newaygo Portland Cement Co., Neway- 
go, Mich., vs. D. M. & N. Ry. et al. 
Cement. No. 8932; p. 1306. 

Newport Lumber Co., Newport, Pa., and 
Greensboro, N. C. vs. Atlantic & 
Western R. R. et al. Cross-ties. No. 
8557; p. 80. 

Newport Sand Bank Co., Newport, Ky., 
vs. Chesapeake & Ohio Ry. et al. 
Molding sand. No. 8562; p. 140. 

Newton Engineering Co., Milwaukee, 
Wis., vs. Chicago, Milwaukee & St. 
Paul Ry. Sand and gravel. No. 
8539; p. 39. 

Nitro Powder Co. vs. West Shore R. R. 
et al. Reparation. No. 7353; p. 644. 
North Carolina Lumber Co., Lake Wac- 
camaw, N. C., vs. C. L. et al. 

a No. 8897, Sub. No. 1; p. 

North Carolina Pine Ass’n., Inc., Nor- 
folk, Va., vs. Norfolk & Western Ry. 
et al. Lumber. No. 8560; p. 140. 

Northern Potato Traffic Ass’n., Minne- 
apolis, vs. C. & A. et al. Potatoes. 
No. 8641; p. 489. 

Northwestern Liquor Ass’n., Boise City, 
da., vs. Pennsylvania Terminal Co. 
et al. Liquors. No. 8741; p. 754. 

Northwestern Terra Cotta Co. et al., 
Chicago, vs. Adidrondack & St. Law- 
rence R. R. et al. Terra Cotta. No. 
8710; p. 596. 

Oakley, Geo., & Son et al., Toronto and 
Hamilton, Ont., vs. T. H. & S. E. Ry. 
Stone. No. 8668; p. 490. 

Obion Hardware Co., Obion, Tenn., vs. 
New York Central et al. Wagons. No. 
8602; p. 279. 

Ohio Blower Co., Cleveland, vs. N. Y. C. 
et al. Ventilators. No. 8862; p. 1117. 

Oklahoma Traffic Ass’n. and Curtis & 
Gartside Co., Oklahoma City, Okla., 
vs. Abilene & Southern Ry. et al. 
Sash, doors, frames and millwork. 
oo 8872, supplemental petition; p. 

Olalde y Compania, Mexico City, vs. 
Sou. Pac. Co. et al. Fertilizer. No. 
8933; p. 1306. 

Oliver Chilled Plow Works et al., South 
Bend, vs..New York Central et al. 
Switching charges. No. 8843; p. 1019. 

Omaha Alfalfa Milling Company, Oma- 
ha, vs. Union Pacific. Application 
for reinstatement. No. 7838; p. 809. 

Omaha Grain Exchange vs. M. & O. 

R. et al. Molasses. No. 8780; p. 860. 

Orange Rice Mill Co., Orange, Tex., vs. 
Orange & Northwestern Ry. et al. 
Molasses... No. 8683: p. 561. 

Orange Rice Mill, Orange, Tex., vs. 
Texas & New Orleans et al. Black- 
strap. No. 8947; p. 1352. 

Pacific Lime & Gypsum Co., St. Louis 
and Portland, Ore., vs. O. S. L. R. R. 
at et al. Cattle hair. No. 8687; p. 

Pacific Motor Supply Co. vs. A. T. & S. 
F. Ry. et al. Petition for modifica- 
tion of decision. No. 6812; p. 754. 


Page & Hill Co., Minneapolis, Minn., 
vs. Great Northern Ry. et al. Posts. 
No. 8769; p. 810. 


Parker, D. O., Tuscaloosa, Ala., vs. M. 
& g,_*- R. et al. Lumber. No. 8792; 
p. 3 


Peirson-Lathrop Grain Co., Kansas City, 
Mo., vs. C. B. & Q. R. R.- Wheat. 
No. 8718; p. 644. 

Peshtigo Lumber Co., Peshtigo, Wis., 
vs. Wisconsin Northwestern Ry. et al. 
Saw logs. No. 8817; p. 919. 

Petition in behalf of cotton manufac- 
turers of North Carolina for modifica- 
tion of report and order. Coal. No. 
6324; p. 859. 

Philadelphia, Pa., Milk Exchange vs. 
Pr, & B.. Ry. et al. Milk and cream. 
No. 8785; p. 860. 

Pierce Oil Corporation, St. Louis, vs. 
M. K. & T. Ry. et al. Petroleum. 
No. 8688; p. 561. 

Pittsburgh Coal Operators’ Ass’n. vs. 
Pennsylvania Co. et al. Coal. No. 
8598; p. 279. 

Pittsburgh Coal Operators’ Ass’n. Coal. 
No. 8725; p. 700. 

Pittsburgh Plate Glass Co., Pittsburgh, 
Pa., and Crystal City, Mo., Ti, - Be 
& 8. F. R. R. Fuel oil. No. 8575; p. 

Pomeroy Salt Ass’n. Co., Minersville, 
O., and Pomeroy, O., et al: vs. Hock- 
ing Valley et al. Switching charges. 
No. 8552; p. 80. 

Pope, E. M., Commercial Co., Redlands, 
Cal, vs. A. T. & S. F. Firewood. 
No. 8717; p. 644. 

Portland, Ore., Traffic and Transporta- 
tion Ass’n. and the Coast Culvert & 
Flume Co. vs. Oregon-Washington R. 


R. N. Co. et al. 
ao49e a 1352. 

Portlan Ore., Traffic and Transporta- 
tion Ass’n, and Timms, Cress & Co. 
vs. Oregon- Washington R. R. & N. Co. 
+ Me Sash weights. No. 8939; p. 

Portland, Ore., Traffic and Transporta- 
tion Co. vs. C. & N. W. Ry. et al. 
Brass. No. 8909; p. 1244. 

Portland, Ore., Traffic and Transporta- 
tion Ass’n, vs. C. M. & St. P. et al. 
Salt. No. 8896; p. 1243. 

Potlatch Lumber Co., Potlatch, Idaho, 
vs. Washington, Idaho & Montana Ry. 
et al. Lumber. No. 8858; p. 1020. 

Powell-Myers a Co., South Bend, 
Ind., vs. S. L. IL. & Ss. et al. Lum- 
ber. No. 8702; p. wre. 

Prairie Oil & Gas Co., Independence, 
Kan., vs. A. T. & Ss. F. Ry. et al. 
Lumber. No. 8689; p. 561. 

Prairie Oil & Gas Co., Independence, 
Kan., vs. Wabash Ry. Iron tank. 
No. 8738; p.754. 

Prest-o-Lite Co., 
H. & es et al. 
8811; 919. 

Prest-o- srite Co., Indianapolis, Ind., vs. 
c. Cc. Cc. & St. L. et al. Gas cylinders. 
No. 8796; p. 860. 

— Bros. & Co., Quebec, Canada, vs. 

ra Nor. et al. Paper. No. 8883; p. 
1191. 


Price Iron & Steel Co., Chicago, vs. 
Grand Trunk Western Ry. et al. 
Scrap iron. No. 8732; p. 700. 

Producers’ Supply Co., Tulsa, Okla., vs. 
A. T. & S. F. et al. Junk rope. No. 
8545; p. 80. 

Public Service Commission of Washing- 
ton vs. Alabama & Vicksburg et al. 
Passenger fares. No. 8571; p. 140. 

Public Utilities Commission of Colorado 
and the Colorado Fair Rates Associa- 
tion, Denver, vs. A. T. & S. F. et al. 
Rates. No. 8827; p. 920. 

Queensboro Mills, Worcester, Mass., vs. 
N. Y. N. H. H 


R. Mohair. 
No. 8686; p. 561. 

Railroad Commissioners of Florida vs. 
Southern Express Co. et al. Straw- 
berries. No. 8871; p. 1118. 

Randolph Fruit Co., Los Angeles, Cal., 
vs. Southern Pacific Co. Oranges. No. 
8719; p. 644. 

Rankin, M. G., & Co., Milwaukee, vs. 
‘Cc. R. L. & P. et al. Cottonseed meal. 
No. 8944; p. 1352. 

Rankin, M. G., & Co., Milwaukee, vs. 
Cc. M. & St. P. Dried grain. No. 
8945; p. 1352. 

Ransom, L. E., Co., New York, vs. New 
Y. N. H. & i. R. R. et al. Mustard 
mixture. No. 8583; p. 279. ? 

Reiss, C., Coal Co., Sheboygan, Wis., 
and elsewhere vs. C. Gt. West. et al. 
Coal.; No. 8556; p. 80. 

Republic Creosoting Co., Indianapolis, 
Ind., Mobile, Ala., and Minneapolis, 
Minn., vs. N. O. Gt. Nor. R. R. et al. 
Lumber. No. 8681; p. 561. 

Risden, C. Will, vs. A. T. & S. F. Ry- 
et al. Petition for modification. No. 
6812; p. 754. 

Riverside Portland Cement Co., Crest- 
more, Cal., vs. A. T. & S. F. Ry. Gyp- 
sum. No. 8822; p. 920. 

Rosenblatt, H., & Sons, Beloit, Wis., 
vs. Illinois Central et al. Cotton 
denims. No. 8601; p. 279. 


Rosenblum, A., Brooklyn, N. Y., vs. N- 
Y. N. H. & H. et al. Onions. No- 
8752; p. 754. 

Rosenblum, A., Brooklyn, N. Y., vs. N- 
Y. P. & N. Ry. et al. Potatoes. No. 
8754; p. 754. 

Roth-Blum Packing Co., San Francisco, 
vs. Southern Pacific et al. Live stock. 
No. 8615; p. 330. 

Roy & Roy Mill Co., Seattle, Wash., vs. 
Boston & Maine R. R. Shingles. No. 
8722; p. 644. 


Culverts. No. 


Indianapolis, vs. C. 
Gas cylinders. No. 


Rundle Mfg. Co., Greenfield, Wis., vs.~ 


£. ™- & St. P. Sinks. No, 8580; p. 

Russi, F. D., & Co., San Francisco, vs. 
Ocean Shore R. R. et al. Artichokes. 
No. 8795; p. 860. 

Russian Poultry & Egg 2 Muskogee, 
Okla., vs. S. L. & S. F. Ry. et al. 
Poultry. No. 8729; p. 700. 

Sand Point. Idaho, Lumber & Coal Co. 
vs. Spokane International et al. Posts 
mg poles. No. 8637, Sub. No. 1; PD. 

Sand Point, Idaho, Lumber & Coal Co. 
vs. Spokane International et al. Cedar 
poles. No. 8637, Sub. No. 2; p. 859. 

Sand Point, Ida., Lumber & Coal Co. 
vs. Northern Pacific et al. Cedar 
poles. No. 8648; p. 489. 
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Sanders & Barnett, New York, vs. Le- 
high Valley. Demurrage charges. 
No. 8604; p. 329. : 

Savage, R. R., Webber, Kan., vs. A. T. 
& Ss. F. Threshing machine. No. 
8797; p. 919. 

Schall, A., Co., and Fes ay Stone Co., 
Omaha, vs. B. Oo. S. W. et al. 
Rough stone. now 8831;.p. 972. 

Schlesinger, Harry L., Atianta, vs. Cen- 
tral of Georgia et ‘al. Confectioners’ 
paste. No. 8903; a 1243. 

Schlitz, Jos., Brewing Co., Milwaukee, 
vs. S. A. L. Ry. et al. Beer bottles. 
No. 8747; p. 754. 

Sco Glass Mfg. Co. vs. St. L. & S. 

R. R. et al. 
filers. No. 8630; p. 402. | 

Schuh-Mason Lumber Co.,° Cairo, Ill., 
vs. Mobile & Ohio R. R. Lumber. 
No. 8911; p. 1244. 

Scott Paper Chester, Pa., vs. At- 
lantic ie pt R. et al. Toilet paper. 
No. 8697; 596. 

Scott Paper ve Philadelphia and Ches- 
ter, Pa., vs. P. R. R. et al. Toilet 
paper. No. 8721; p. 644. 

Scully, D. B., Syrup Co. et al. of Chi- 
cago, Ill, vs. Ala. Gt. Sou. R. R. et 
al. Molasses. No. 8561; p. 140. 

Seller, M., & Co., Spokane, vs. Seattle, 
Portland & Spokane. Lamps. No. 
8893; p. 1243. 

Seneca Iron & Steel Co., Buffalo, N. Y., 
vs. South Buffalo Ry. Co. et ai. 
Reparation. No. 8767; p. 809. 

Shafer, Cyrus C., Lumber Co. vs. St. 
L. I. M. &-S. et al. Lumber. No. 
8882; p. 1118. 

Shafer, J. C., & Co., Chicago, Ill., vs. 
Grand Trunk West. Ry. et al. Grain. 
No. 8676; p. 490. 

Silk Association of America vs. Penn- 

sylvania R. R. et al. Silk. No. 8617; 


». 330 
Simmonds Mfg. Co., Fitchburg, Mass., 


= A. S:. @ &. F. Saws. No. 8851; 
1020. 
suse J. A., & Co. et al., Kanopo- 
lis, N. C., vs. Southern Ry. and Au- 
gusta Southern Ry. Cotton. No. 
8880; p. 1118. 


Smith, J. Allen, & Co., Knoxville, Tenn., 
vs. Sou. Ry. et al. ‘Wheat. No. 8872; 
p. 1118. 

South Mississippi Dairymen’s Ass’n., 
Wesson, Miss., vs. Illinois Central R. 
aa Cream and milk. No. 8707; p. 
596. 

South Texas Lumber Co. vs. Morgan’s 
La. & Texas R. R. & S. S. Co. et al. 
Railroad ties. No. 8620; p. 330. 

Southern California Fuel egg Ass’n, 
et al. Los Angeles, Cal., . A. 

S. F. Ry. Coal. No. 8789; ~~ 860. 

Southern Syrup Co., Montgomery, Ala., 
vs. Alabama & Vicksburg et al. Syrup. 
No. 8948; p. 1352. 

Spokane Lumber Co., Milan, Wash., vs. 
Great Northern. Pine. No. 8503, Sub. 


No. 2; p. 

Spokane Lumber Co., Milan, Wash., vs. 
Great Northern. Lumber. No. 3503, 
Sub. No. 3; p. 278. 

Squire, John T., & Co., Boston, vs. At- 
Scuie Southern et ‘al. Hogs. No. 


8534; 38. 
St ona Oil Co. 
Francisco, Cal., 


of California, San 


vs. A. T. & S. F. et 
ae Tin can faucets. No. 8941; p. 
1352. 

Standard Oil Co. of Kentucky vs. Y. & 
M. V. et al. Petroleum. No. 8879; 
p. 1118. 

Standard Oil Co. of Kentucky vs. N. Y. 
Cc. et al. Gasoline. No. 8929; p. 1306. 

Standard Paint Co., Chicago Heights, vs. 


Southern Pacific et al. Asphaltum. 
No. 7808; p. 329. 
Standard Roofing Co. et al., St. Louis, 


vs. M. K. & T. et al. Petition for 
rehearing. No. 6797; p. 700. 
Standard Roofing Co. and Standard 
Roofing & Material Co., Tulsa and 
Muskogee, Okla., vs. M. K. & T. et al. 
Roofing paper. No. 8906; -p. 1243. 
Stanton, E. H., Co., Corporation of Spo- 
kane, Wash., vs. Northern Pacific et 
al. Tallow and grease. No. 8773; p. 


860. 
Springfield, Ark., vs. 


a ar om ie. ais 
St. L. & S. F. et al. Emigrant mova- 
Mar- 


cae No. 8659; p. 490. 

Stephenson Charcoal a 8 Co., 
quette, Mich., vs. M. St. & 8S. S..M. 
and E. & L. S. et al. Pig iron. No. 
8805; p. 919. 

Stone-Ordean- Wells Co., Duluth, Minn., 
vs. E. V. Ridout Co. et al. Sugar. 
No. 8380, Sub. No. 3; p. 754. 

Sulzberger & Sons Co., Chicago, vs. C. 


es Q. et al. Eggs. No. 8813; p. 


Strawboard boxes and | 


_ United States Gypsum Co. 
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Sulzberger & Sons Co., Kansas City, vs. 
= z I. & P. Ry. Meats. No. 8632; 

Sulzberger & Sons Co., Kansas City, vs. 
M. K. & T. Meat. No. 8632, Sub. 
No. 1; p. 700. 


Sulzberger & Sons Co., Kansas City, vs. 
St. L. & S. F. Meat. No. 8632, Sub. 
No. 2; p. 700. 

Sunderland Bros. Co., Omaha, vs. Chi- 
cago Great Northern et al. Gravel. 
No. 8611; p. 330. 

Sunderland Bros. Co., Omaha, Neb., vs. 
Kansas City Terminal Co. et al. Ce- 
ment. No. 8634; p. 402. 

Sunderland Bros. Co., Omaha, Neb., vs. 
A. T. & S. F. Ry. et al. Brick. No. 
8735; p. 754. 

Sunderland Bros. Co., Omaha, Neb., vs. 
Cc. & N. W. Ry. et al. Brick. No. 
8760; p. 754. 

Sunderland Bros. Co., 
souri Pacific et al. 
No. 8923; p. 1306. 

Sunderland Bros. Co., Omaha, Neb., vs. 
A. T. & S. F. et al. Cement. No. 
8936; p. 1352. 

Sweet, Charles A., Provision Co., St. 
Louis, vs. St. L. I. M. & S. et al. 
Bacon. No. 8799; p. 860. 

Sweet’s — Co., Williamsport, Pa., vs. 
—— . Co. : Steel rails. No. 8782; p. 


Swift & Co. vs. Lehigh Valley. Meat. 
No. 8499; p. 278. 

Swift & Co., Chicago, vs. Santa Fe et 
al. Meats. No. 8546; p. 561. 

Swift & Co., Chicago, vs. Wabash R. R. 
et al. Butter, eggs and poultry. No. 
8633; p. 402. 

Swift & Co., Chicago, vs. N. Y. N. H. & 
> R. R. et al. Meats. No. 8714; p. 

Swift & Co., Chicago, vs. Baltimore & 


Omaha, vs. Mis- 
Building brick. 


ag et al. Poultry. No. 8794; p. 
Swift & Co., (Chicago, Ill., vs. Arkansas 
& pony R. R. et al. Meats. No, 8705; 
Pp. 
Swift & Co., Chicago, vs. Boston & 
are R. R. Fresh meats. No. 8913; 


p. 1244. 

Swift & Co., Chicago, vs. N. Y. C. R. R. 
et al. Fresh meats. No. 8918; p. 1306. 

Tarkio Molasses Feed Co., Tarkio, Mo., 
vs. C. B. & Q. and Great Northern. 
Flaxseed. No. 8832; p. 2. 

Taunton Dye Works & Bleachery Co., 
Taunton, Mass., vs. N. Y. N. H. & H. 
et al. Cotton. No. 8742; p. 754. 

Townsend & Freeman, Indianapolis, vs. 
Southern Ry. et al. Railroad ties. 
No. 8730; p. 700. 

Traffic Bureau of Nashville, Tenn., vs. 
L. FS N. R. R. Co. Coal. No. 8672; 
p. 4 


Tribune Co. and the Perkins Bros. Co., 
publishers of the Sioux City, Ia., Trib- 
une and Journal, vs. the Great North- 
ern. Print paper. No. 8802; p. 919. 

Tuscaloosa Board of Trade, Tuscaloosa, 
Ala., vs. A. G. S. Ry. et al. C. & C. 
rates. No. 8873: p. 1118. 

Union Hay Co., Minneapolis, Minn., vs. 
Cc. St. P. M. & O. R. R. et al. Hay. 
No. 8704; p. 596. 


Union Mattress Co., Sioux City, Iowa, 


vs. C. & N. W. Ry. et al. Mattresses. 
No. 8708; p. 596. 
Union Mercantile Co. et al., Butte, 


Mont., vs. Northern Pacific Ry. No. 
8494, Sub: No. 1; p. 754. 

U. S. Brewing Co. of Chicago, Chicago, 
vs. Michigan Central. Beer contain- 
ers. No. 8905; p. 1243. 

U. S. Cast Iron Pipe & Foundry Co. vs. 
Southern Ry. et al. Application for 
rehearing. No. 7940; p. 700. 

vs. Culver 
& Port Clinton et al. Gypsum prod- 
ucts. No. 8757; p. 754. 

United Verde Copper Co., New York, 
and Jerome and Clarkdale, Ariz., vs. 


Pennsylvania Co. et al. Cars. No. 
8779; p. 869. 
Universal Portland Cement Co. vs. 


Union R. R. Co. and Pittsburgh & 


Lake Erie. Cement. No. 8406, Sub. 
No. 24; p. 278. 
Universal Portland Cement Co. vs. 


Union and P. R. R. Co. Cement. No. 
8406, Sub. No. 25; p. 278. 

Universal Portland Cement Co. vs. 
South Buffalo Ry. and B. R. & P. Ce- 
ment. No. 8406, Sub. No. 26; p. 278. 

Universal Portland Cement Co. vs. 
Union R. R. and Wabash-Pittsburgh 


Terminal. Cement. No. 8406, Sub. 
No. 27; p. 278. 
Universal Portland Cement Co. vs. 


Union and B. & O. No. 8406, Sub. No. 
28. ene No. 8406, Sub. No. 28; 
p. 278. 
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Vallan John, Revelli, Mont., vs. 
ge _— Pacific. Potatoes. No. 8852; 


veies” City Milling Co., Grand Rapids, 
Mich., vs. G. R. & I. Ry. Grain. 
No. 8736; p. 700. 

Van ‘Voorhees, A. A., & Co. et al., Sac- 
ramento, Cal., vs. A. T. & S. F. et al. 
Lamps. No. 8695; p. 562. 

Virginia Pine Timber Co., Pottsville, 
Pa., vs. N. Y. P. & N. et al. Mine 
props. No. 8876, Sub. No. 2; p. 1243. 

Warren-Goodwin Lbr. Co., Jackson, 
Miss., vs. —-— Central. Lumber. 
No. 8553; 80. 

Wattles-Fisher Coal Co., Charleston, W. 
ae Ann Arbor. ‘Coal. No. 8589; 
Dp. > 

Wausau Southern Lumber Co., Laurel, 
Miss., vs. Gulf & Ship Island R. R. et 
~ Y Ensilage cutter. No. 8950; p. 
1 

Waxelbaum, F. A., & Bro., Macon, Ga., 
vs. Ocean S. S. Go. of Savannah et al. 
Boots and shoes. No. 8734; p. 700. 

Webster, N. A., Texarkana, Ark., vs. 
Te P. Yellow pine. No. 8861; p. 

Weis-Peterson Lbr. Co., Cairo, vs. Mo- 
bile & Ohio et al. Cottonwood and 
gum shooks and egg case material. 
No. 8608; p. 329. 

Wells-Higman Co., St. Joseph, Mich., 
and O. M. Rogers, Chicago, vs. C. B. 
A et al. Baskets. No. 8590; p. 

Wells, J. W. Lbr. Co., Chicago, vs. C. 
M. & St. P. Petition for rehearing. 
No. 7157; p. 1117. 

Wells Lumber Co., St. Louis, Mo., vs. 
Gulf & Ship Island R. R. et al. Lum- 
ber. No. 8618; p. 330. 

West Coast Lumbermen’s Ass’n. et al. 
vs. Ahnapee & Western Ry. et al. 
Cedar shingles. No. 8793; p. 860. 

West Coast Lumbermen’s Association 
et al. vs. Boston & Albany R. R. et al. 
Sash and doors. No. 8819; p. 919. 

West Lumber Co. et al., Houston, Tex., 
vs. M. K. & T. Ry. of Texas et al. 
Lumber. No. 8728; p. 700. 


Western Grain & Sugar Products Co. 
and the Atlantic Dryer & Varnish 
Co., Agnew, Cal., and Philadelphia, 
Pa., vs. B. & O. et al. Alcohol. No. 
8849; p. 1020. 

Western Star Mill Co., Salina, Kan., vs. 
Union Pacific R. R. Wheat. No. 
8771; p. 860. 

Westport Stone Co. and Big Four Stone 
Co., Westport, Ind., vs. C. C. C. & St. 
L. Ry. et al. Stone. No. 8766; p. 809. 

Whitesall, W. H., vs. C. B. & Q. R. R. 
et al. Petition for modification of 
7 econ No. 6812, Sub. No. 2; p. 
Wilcox, Asa, Wells, Pa., vs. Erie R. R. 
et al. Potatoes. No. 8731; p. 700. 

Wilcox Mercantile Co., Wilcox, Mo., vs. 


— Ry. Co. Wheat. No. 8762; p. 
Williams, J. B., Co., Glastonbury, Conn., 


vs. Hartford & New York Transporta- 
tion Co. et al. Soaps. No. 8549; p: 80. 
Williams, N. A., Co., Chicago, IIll., vs. 
gg Co. et al. Sewer pipe. No. 8693; 


Wiilicms, R. P., Coffee Springs, Ala., vs. 
Louisville & Nashville R. R. et al. 
Lumber. No. 8938; p. 1352. 

Williston Mill Co., Williston, N. D., vs. 
regal ‘Northern et al. Flour. No. 
8814; 919 

wae seed Co., Mechanicsburg, Ohio, 

B. & O. et al. Ground phosphate. 
No. 8930; p. 1306. 

Winkler, Isaac, & Bro., Cincinnati, vs. 
Illinois Central et al. Napthaline 
crystals. No. 8660; p. 490. 

Wisconsin Granite Co., Chicago, vs. C. 

N. W. Ry. et al. Paving blocks. 
No. 8543; p. 80. 

Woolman, ’s. C. & Co., Philadelphia, vs. 
Cc, R. R. of N. J. et al. Hay. No. 
8699; p. 596. 

Woolman, S. C., & Co., Philadelphia, 
Pa., vs. P. R. R. et al. Hay. No. 
8716; p. 644. 

Woolman, S. C., & Co., Philadelphia, 
aig P. R. R. Co. Hay. No. 8737; 
Pp. s 

Zelnicker, Walter A., Supply Co., St. 
Louis, Mo., vs. Mallory SS. Co. et al. 
Rails and angle bars. No. 8818; :p. 919. 

Zelnicker, Walter A., Supply Co., St. 
Louis, vs. Southern "et al. (Steel rails. 
No. 8886; p. 1243. 

Zelnicker, Walter A., Supply Co., St. 
Louis, vs. St. Louis Southwestern. 
Steel rails. No. 8943; p. 1352. 
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Concealed shipments, value not stated 
(Legal Dept.); p. 1304. 

Conference rulings; interest 
charge claims, p. 444. 

Conference rulings; issuance of passen- 
ger tickets; p. 144; contracts with tele- 
phone and telegraph companies; p. 750. 

Confiscated goods; charges on (Legal 
Dept.); p. 217. 

Congestion of freight; 
L. A. Danker; p. 760. 

Congestion of freight; conference held by 
the Commission; pp. 547, 575. 590; arti- 
cle by Seth Mann; p. 530; article by 
A. Jackson Marshall;’p. 551; action at 
Boston; pp. 716, 766, 1072; function of 
Commission; p. 783; report of Eastern 
accumulation conference; p. 804; cure 
suggested for New York trouble; p. 
815; trucks suggested at Boston; p. 975; 
action of N. Y. merchants; p. 1127: 
accumulation conference dissolves; p. 
1144; see also Editorial. 

Containers, cigarette; fiber-board and 
wooden; R. J. Reynolds Tobacco Co. vs. 
A. & S. et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
pp. 1215, 1218. 

Control of property by passenger (Legal 
Dept.); p. 1067. 

Corn; McCaul-Dinsmore Co. vs. G. N. et 
al; fourth section application 296; see 
decisions ei, ¢.. 6: nom 

Correspondence; application for man- 
damus against Southern Pacific in Cali- 
fornia Fruit Distributors’ Assn case dis- 
missed by Federal Court at San Fran- 
cisco; p. 460. 

Cotton; concentration at Weleetka, Okla.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1099. 

Cotton; H. Kempner vs. M. x. &, T.. of 
Texas; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 130. 

Cotton denims; Knoxville Overall Co. vs. 
L. & N.; portion of fourth sect. ap. 1952; 
see decisions 6f I. C. C.; p. 1101. i 

Cotton goods; Fisher Mfg. Co. vs. N. Y. 


on over- 


communication by 


N. H. & H.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
p. 207. 

Cotton piece goods; Henderson Cotton 
Mills vs. L. & N. et al.; portions oi 


4th sect. aps. 679, 2045, 2138; see deci- 
sions of I. C. C.; p. 1222. 

Cottonseed oil, etc.; Oklahoma Cotton- 
seed Crushers’ Assn. vs. M. K. & T. et 
al., and same vs. A. T. & S. F. et al.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1329 

Cottonseed; Capital City Oil Co. et al. vs. 
Y. & M. V. et al; see decisions of I. C.; 
Pp. 1001. 

Cottonseed cake and meal, 
see transit; p. 741. 


Cottonseed cake and meal; 
products to Port Arthur, Tex.; Port 
Arthur Canal & Dock Co. vs. A. & S. 
et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 632. 

Cottonseed oil, etc.; Brownsville Cotton, 
Oil & Ice Co. vs. C. R. I. & P. et al.; 
part of 4th section application 1952; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 193. 

Creosoting in transit; American Creosote 
Works, Inc., vs. Morgan’s La. & Tex. 
R. R. & S. S. Co. et al.; see decisions 
of I. €. C.: p. We. 


transit on; 


cottonseed 


Crossties, classification of; by Howard 
Andrews; p. 1307. 
Cullop bill; eight hour day for telegraph 


service; ps 1088. 

Cummins, Senator; bill prohibiting dif- 
ference between import and domestic 
rates, p. 167; views on Brandeis nom- 
ination (editorial); p. 717. 

Cummins amendment; measure of dam- 
age under (Legal Dept.); p. 922. 

Cummins amendment; shipments deliv- 
ered prior to (Legal Dept.);: p. 451. 

Cummins bill; measure relating to car- 
riers’ liability on baggage; pp. 34, 968, 
1028, 1238. 

Customs brokers, practices of; C. S. Em- 
ery & Co. vs. Boston & Maine; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 885. 

Cylinders; classification of; see decisions 
of X. €& Cs p.. O36. 


Damage, measure of. in lost shipment 
(Legal Dept.); p. 1115. 

Damage claim, notice of; Supreme Court 
decision in case of Wall vs. Northern 
Pacific; pp. 879, 886. 

eng in lost shipments (Legal Dept.); 
p. 12 

Damages for delay; communication from 
Hubert Goldmark; p. 1201. 

Damages, notice concerning special 
(Legal Dept.); p. 1017. 

Damages, Consequential; paper by T. J. 


McLaughlin; p. 861. 
Damages; to goods without market value 
(Legal Dept.): p 


Damages, special; when recoverable 
(Legal Dept.); p. 327. , 
Damages, special; carrier not ordinarily 


liable for (Legal Dept.); p. 217. 
Damon, R. T.; general claim agent Bos- 
ton & Maine; p. 456. 





























Danker, L. A.; communication on freight 
congestion; p. 760. 

Dates of Decisions; publication of’ (Edi- 
torial) ; P. 622. 

Davis, F. S.; general western freight and 
passenger "agent of New Haven R. 3 
Co.; p. 155. 


DECISIONS OF ~ INTERSTATE COM- 
MERCE COMMISSION. 


(Decisions under the above caption are 
indexed by title where there is a com- 
plainant. Where there is none they are 
indexed by the commodity or subject 
affected. All decisions are also indexed 
by the latter method in the regular al- 
phabethical list.) 


Abel & Roberts vs. M. 
brick (39 I. C. C., 211-212). 
p. 1096. 

Abel & Roberts vs. Missouri Pacific et 
al.; case 7589 (37 I. C. C., 712-713). 
Feb. 12, p. 346. 

Adams Stave Co. vs. T. O. & E. et al.; 
case 6441 (38 I. C. C., 203-205). March 

& S. 


25, p. 627. 
31- 30). 


P.; case 7424; 
May 27, 


Advance Bedding Co. vs. A. 
et al.; case 7945 (38 I. C. tS 

- Feb. 26, p. 442. 

Aetna Powder Co. vs. Wabash et al.; 
cases 5151 and 5946 (39 I. C. C., 199- 
201). Following Rates on High Ex- 
posives to G. T. Ry. System Stations, 
33 I. C. C., 567, no conclusion ex- 
pressed on the question whether the 
Commission has jurisdiction to re- 
quire the establishment of joint rates 
from Aetna, Ind., through the Domin- 
ion of Canada to Concord Junction, 
Mass. Orders previously entered re- 
scinded in part because of the estab- 
lishment of through routes and joint 
rates entirely within the United 
States. May 27, p. 1094. 

Alcus, S. T., Ltd., et al. vs. Illinois 
Central et al.; case 7650; box material 
(38 I. C. C., 493-494). April 8, p. 743. 

American Cement Plaster Co. vs. A. 
T. & S. F. et al.; case 7306 (38 I. C. 
C., 639-642). Rates on cement plas- 
ter in carloads from Acme, Tex., to 
points in other states not found to 
be unreasonable, but held to be un- 
duly prejudicial. May 6, p. 945. 

American Creosote Works, Inc., vs. 
Morgan’s La. & Tex. R. R. & S. S. 
Co. et al.; case 8114 (37 I. C. C., 238- 
239). Charges for transportation of 
lumber from points in Texas, creo- 
soted in transit at New Orleans, La., 
for export, found unreasonable and 
unjustly discriminatory. Reparation 
awarded. Jan. 15, p. 109. 

American Cyanamid Co. vs. C. of G. 
et al: case 8153; cyanamid (39 I. C. 
C., 476-477). June 17, p. 1266. 

American Enameled Brick & Tile Co. vs. 
Raritan River et al.; case 7515 (39 I. 
C. C., 653-658). Rates charged for 
the transportation of enameled brick 
in carloads from South River, N. J., to 
certain points in Official Classification 
territory and points west of the Mis- 
sissippi River not found to have been 
unreasonable. Defendants authorized 
to refund certain overcharges. Rates 
applicable to the transportation of 
enameled brick in carloads from South 
River, N. J., to points in Official 
Classification territory found to be 
unjustly discriminatory to the ex- 
tent that they exceed the rates applied 
by defendants on glazed terra cotta 
— the same points. June 17, p. 

American Refining Co. vs. T. & P. et 
al.; case 8220; petroleum cylinder stock 
(39 I. C. C., 559-561). June 17, p. 1278. 

American Steel & Wire Co. vs. A. & V. 
Ry. Co. et al.; case 6843 (37 I. C. C., 
525-527). 1. The item of the South- 
ern classification effective April 20, 
1914, here complained of, having been 
canceled since the hearing, the com- 
plaint is dismissed. 2. It is suggested 
that defendants revise their classifi- 
cation descriptions on certain iron 
and steel articles, making them more 
definite. Jan. 22, p. 214. 

Andrews Bros. Co. et al. vs. P. R. R. 
et al.; case 7601 (38 I. C. C., 165-168). 
Upon showing that the Pennsylvania 
R. R. Co. grants to but one concern 
the right to auction off consignments 
of fruit in the carrier’s produce yards 
at Pittsburgh; Held: That this practice 
per se does not accord undue or un- 
reasonable preference or advantage, 
but should hereafter be policed by 
requiring the concessionaire to pub- 
lish the rules governing said auction. 
Complaint dismissed. March 11, p. 534. 


Anson, Gilkey & Hurd Co. et al. vs. S. 
P. et al.; case 6490 (38 I. C. C., 105- 
107). Defendants directed to put into 
effect tariffs which will remove the 
unjust discrimination found to exist 
at Chicago. March 11, p. 523. 

Arlington eights Fruit Exchange et 
al. vs. J P. Co. et al.; case 3000 (29 
I. C. C., 88-93). Reparation denied on 
carload shipments of precooled and 
preicegd oranges transported from Cali- 
fornia originating points to destina- 
tions in other states and in Canada. 
May 20, p. 1041, and » wef 27, ye ase. 

Arizona Stores Co, vs. A. Ss. 
case 7678 (37 I. C. C., 6690 870). wen 
5, p. 306. 

Astoria, city of, vs. S. P. & S. Ry. Co. 
et al.; case 6523 (38 I. C. C., 16-27). 
(1) Upon the facts disclosed of rec- 
ord; Held: That Seattle, Tacoma and 
Astoria have a closer geographic and 
economic relation one to the other 
than is at this time reflected in the 
tariffs of the defendant carriers, and 
that their present rate adjustments 
unduly discriminate against Astoria 
and unduly prefer the Puget Sound 
ports. (2) As to a portion of the so- 
called inland empire, the defendants 
are required to put Astoria on a par- 
ity of rates with Seattle Tacoma and 
Portland and to make the readjust- 
ments described in the report with 
respect to other portions of the ter- 
ritory involved. Feb. 26, p. 437. 

Atlantic Lumber Co., Inc., vs. A. C. L. 
et al.; case 8288; lumber (39 I. C. C., 
639-640). June 17, p. 1284. 

Axton, I. T., vs. K. "& M. Ry. Co. et al.; 
case 6808; portions of 4th section, ap- 
plications 1952 of L. & N. and 4966 of 
Cc. @& O. (387 I. C. C., 380-292). (1) 
Rates charged by defendants for the 
transportation of glass bottles in car- 
loads from Dunbar, W. Va., to Mid- 
way and Frankfort, Ky., found un- 
reasonable and unjustly discrimina- 
tory, and rates to Mount Steriing and 
Lexington, Ky., found unjustly dis- 
criminatory to the extent that they 
exceed the rates contemporaneously 
charged on like traffic to Louisville, 
Ky. (2) Authority to charge rates on 
glass bottles in carloads from Dun- 
bar, W. Va., to Mount Sterling, Lex- 
ington, Midway and Frankfort, Ky., 
higher than those contemporaneously 
charged on similar traffic to Louis- 
ville, Ky.; denied. Jan. 15, p. 132. 

Bagdad Land & Lumber Co. vs. L. & 
N.; cases 6945, 7087; portion of Fourth 
Sect. Ap. 1952; turpentine, etc. (39 I. 
C. C.. 473-474). June 10, p. 1236. 

Baker-Wakefield Cypress Co., Ltd., vs. 
T. & P. Ry. Co. et al.; case 7647 (37 
I. C. C., 546).  Carload of cypress 
shingles shipped from Plattenville, 
La., to Huntington, W. Va., found 
not to have been misrouted. Com- 
plaint dismissed. Jan. 22, p. 207. 

Baltimore Chamber of Commerce vs. B. 
& O. et al.; case 7884 (38 I. C. C., 
326-327). (1) Following Commercial 
Exchange of Philadelphia vs. P. R. R. 
Co., 38 I. C. C., 320, reduction from 
four days to two days in the period of 
free storage in warehouses on car- 
load shipments of flour, feed, hay and 
straw received at Baltimore, Md., 
found to have been justified. (2) Al- 
though not put in issue by the com- 
plaint, conditions are shown to be 
substantially the same as at Phila- 
delphia, and indicate the propriety of 
a provision in storage rules for the 
bunching of cars. April 1, p. 693. 

Becker, Chas., trading as Wis. Coal Co., 
vs. P. M. et al.; case 5650; Elmore 
Benjamin Coal Co. vs. same; case 
5650; Sub. 1 (39 I. C. C., 739-743). (1) 
The “reasonable time’ within which 
consignees should have given orders 
for reconsignment at Milwaukee or. 
Ludington so as to have avoided the 

charge for reconsignment extends from 
the day on which (passing) notice 
was mailed until noon of the second 
day thereafter. (2) Reconsignment 

charges assessed between Dec. 18, 
1912, and Feb. 9, 1913, should be re- 
funded if orders for reconsignment 

were given prior to arrival of cars at 

Milwaukee or within the “reasonable 

time’’ prescribed. (3) Reconsignment 

charges assessed at Ludington be- 

tween Feb. 9, 1913, and April 10, 1914, 

should be refunded if carrier failed to 

furnish passing notice at Toledo, or 
if complainant had given reconsign- 
ment orders within the ‘‘reasonable 
time,’’ or prior to the arrival of the 
ear. (4) All demurrage assessed dur- 
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ing period of controversy, Dec. 18, 
1912, to Feb. 9, 1913, must be re- 
funded. (5) Demurrage charges, law- 
fully accruing and assessed from Feb. 
9, 1913, to April 10, 1914, must stand. 
(6) Reconsignment charges at Mil- 
waukee, subject to the finding as to 
“reasonable time,’’ should be as- 
sessed between Oct. 17, 1912, and Dec. 
17, 1912, inclusive. June, 3 24, p. _ c 

Beckman Lumber Co. vs. P. Co. 
et al.; case 7989 (37 I. ways co *400). 
Demurrage charges accruing at point 
of origin as a result of refusal] of de- 
fendants’ agent to forward a _ ship- 
ment as tendered by complainant 
found to have’ been collected unlaw- 

Reparation awarded. Jan. 22, 
p. 

Bedna Young Lumber Co. vs. Ill. Cen- 
tral et al.; case 8032 (38 I. C. C., 357- 
358). April 1, p. 675. 

Beef; dressed beef from N. Y.; I. & S. 
649 (38 I, C. C., 51-54). Proposed can- 
cellation of carload commodity rates 
on “dressed beef cuts’ from New 
York, N. Y., and other Atlantic sea- 
board cities to St. Louis, Mo., and 
East St. Louis, Ill, leaving third- 
class rates effective in their stead, 
found to have been justified. Order 
of suspension vacated. Feb. 26, p. 
141. 

Beekman Saw Mill Co. vs. St. L., I. M. 
& S. et al.; case 8199 (39 I. C. C., 215- 
216). May 27, p. 1096. 

Bekkedal, M. H., vs. C. St. P. M. & O. 
Ry. Co. et al.; case 7545 (37 I. C. C., 
611-614). Rate of 17% cents per 100 
pounds for the movement of lumber 
in carloads, interstate, from Coude- 
ray, Wis., to Boscobel and other 
points in Wisconsin, found unreason- 
able. Reasonable rates for the fu- 
ture established and reparation 
awarded. Feb. 5, p. 297. 

Bennett & Son et al. vs. C. & O. et al.; 
case 7774; fourth; Fourth Section Ap- 
plications 1548, 1747, 1757 (38 I. C. C., 
210-315). (1) Rates for the transpor- 
tation of bituminous coal in carloads 
from the Kanawha and New River 
districts in West Virginia to Culpep- 
er and Manassas, Va., not found 
unreasonable and the complaint dis- 
missed. (2) The inhibition of the 
long-and-short-haul clause of the 
Fourth Section is not restricted to 
movements over the line of a single 
carrier, but extends to transportation 
ever routes in which one or more 
carriers participate. (3) The defend- 
ant’s Fourth Section applications, 
which seek authority to continue 
lower rates on coal from the Kana- 
wha and New River districts to Alex- 
andria, Va., and Washington, D. C., 
than to Culpeper and Manassas, Va., 
granted in part. April 1, p. 671. 

Berry Coal & Coke Co. vs. C. & N. W. 
et al.; case 7813 (38 I. C. C., 347-348). 
April 1, p. 674. 


Bibb Brick Co. vs. C. of G. et al.; 
7881; iron articles (39 I. C. C., 625-626). 


case 


June 24, p. 1335. 

Big Basin Lumber Co. et al. vs. S. P. 
Co. et al.; case 6366 (37 I. C. C., 730- 
738). Allegations that defendants’ 
rates are unreasonable for the trans- 
portation of lumber and forest prod- 
ucts from points in California and 
Southern Oregon to various destina- 
tions in the east, and that competi- 
tors operating in Oregon and ‘Wash- 
ington, in the ‘‘inland empire’’ and in 
Mexico are unduly preferred, not sus- 
tained. Complaint dismissed. Feb. 
19, p. 385. 

Big Four Stone Co.; see Industrial Rail- 
Ways case, p. 

Birdsboro Stone Co. vs. P. R. R. Co. et 

C. C., 577-579). 


al.; case 7535 (37 I. 
Jan, 29, p. 257. 

Black Mountain Corporation vs. L. & N. 
et al.; case 5992 (39 I. C. C., 153- 
160). (1) The combination rate of 
$1.95 per net ton on bituminous coal 
from the Black Mountain district in 
Virginia to Atlanta, Ga., applicable 
by way of the Louisville & Nashville 
R. R. and Southern Ry. through Cum- 
berland Gap, Tenn., found to be un- 
reasonable. The Louisville & Nash- 
ville R. R. required to establish a rate 
for the future not to exceed $1.70 per 
net ton to apply over its own rails 
through Corbin, Ky., or in connection 
with the Southern Ry. through Cum- 
berland Gap. (2) The combination 
rate of $1.74 per gross ton on bitu- 
minous coal from the Black Mountain 
district to Norfolk, Va., for delivery 


Boat line control; 


Boat line control; 


to vessels destined to points outside 
the capes of Virginia, found to be 
unjustly discriminatory to the extent 
that it exceeds the rate from Norton, 
Va., to Norfolk, applicable on like 
traffic, by more than 20 cénts per 
gross ton. May 20, p. 1049 


Boardman, W. F. Co. et al. vs. A. T. & 


S. F. et al.; case 5585; gas stoves 
E'S; Sy 


445-446). June 10, p. 
1234. 


Boardman Co. vs. Southern Pacific Co. 
et al.; case 7280 and others (37 I. C. 
C., 81-88). Upon complaints asking 
reparation on account of switching 
charges collected by defendants on 
interstate carload shipments received 
or delivered prior to Aug. 12, 1914, at 
complainants’ plants situated on pri- 
vate or industrial sidetracks within 
the switching limits of Los Angeles, 
San Francisco, San Diego, Sacra- 
mento, San Jose, Crockett and Alva- 
rado, Cal., and Reno, Nev.; Held: 
That reparation should be denied. 
Complaints dismissed. Jan. 1, p. 9. 

see Peninsula & Oc- 

cidental S. S. Co.; p. 946. 

application of S. P. 

Co. and Associated Oil Co. under 

Panama Canal Act, in connection 


with ownership of certain oil steam-~ 


ers. On rehearing; case 7060 (387 I. C. 
C., 529-537). Upon rehearing on the 
application of the Southern Pacific 
Co. for an extension of time during 
which it may continue to operate oil 
steamers between certain points on 
the Pacific coast through its interest 
in the Associated Oil Co., and in the 
light of the new and additional] facts 
of records on rehearing; Held: That 
so long as their respective operations 
remain as at present the Southern 
Pacific Company does not and may 
not compete with the steamers of the 
Associated Oil Co., and that their 
continued ownership and operation by 
the Southern Pacific Co. through the 
Associated Oil Co. is not and will not 
be in violation of Section 5 of the Act 
to regulate commerce as amended by 
4 Panama Canal Act. Jan. 22, p. 


Boat line control; application of A. C. 
L. under Panama Canal Act in con- 
nection with ownership of boat, H. B. 
Plant; case 6914 (37 I, C. C., 453-456). 
Opon application of the Atlantic 
Coast Line R. R. Co., under the pro- 
visions of Section 5 of the Act to 
regulate commerce as amended by the 
Panama Canal Act, for an extension 
of time beyond July 1, 1914, during 
which to continue the operation of 
the boat H. B. Plant through the St. 
Petersburg Transportation Co.; Held: 
(1) Petitioner may or does compete 
with the boat H. B. Plant, operated 
by St. Petersburg Transportation Co. 
(2) The operation of the boat H. B. 
Plant as at present conducted by the 
St. Petersburg Transportation Co. is 
in the interest of the public and of 
advantage to the convenience and 
commerce of the people, and, as the 
Commission is at present advised, its 
continued operation will neither ex- 
clude, prevent, nor reduce competi- 
tion on the route by water, and the 
application. should be granted. (3) 
All the rates, schedules and regula- 
tions applicable to the movement by 
the H. B. Plant of traffic subject to 
the act must be filed with the Com- 
mission and posted to the public, as 
required by the Act to regulate com- 
merce and the rules and regulations 

- of the Commission. Jan. 22, p. 192. 


Boat line control; applications of Flor- 
ida East Coast Ry. Co. and A. C. L. 
under Panama Canal Act in connec- 
tion with Peninsula & Occidental S. S. 
Co.; case 6914 (37 I. C. C., 432-441). 
Upon applications of the Florida East 
Coast Ry. Co. and the Atlantic Coast 
Line R. R. Co., under the provisions 
of Section 5 of the Act to regulate 
commerce, aS amended by the Pana- 
ma Canal Act, for an extension of 
time beyond July 1, 1914, during which 
to continue the operation of the Pen- 
insula & Occidental S. S. Co.; Held: 
(1) Neither the Atlantic Coast Line 
R. R. nor the Florida East Coast Ry. 
does or may compete with the steam- 
ship company in its present operation 
between Miami and Nassau, and as 
to that service its continued opera- 
tion will not be in violation of the 
provisions of Section 5 of the act. 
(2) The Florida Hast Coast Ry. may 


or does compete with the steamship 
company for traffic moving between 
Jacksonville and Key West. (3) The 
Florida East Coast Ry. may or does 
compete with the steamship company 
for traffic moving between Jackson- 
ville and Havana. (4) The Atlantic 
Coast Line R. R. may or does com- 
pete with the steamship company for 
traffic seovine between points north 
of Jacksonville and Key West and 
Havana. (5) The operation of the 
steamship company is in the interest 
of the public and of advantage to the 
convenience and commerce of the 
people. (6) Final action deferred and 
case held open for 60 days pending 
revision by petitioners of their rates 
and the divisions thereof in harmony 
with the views expressed herein. (7) 
All the rates, fares, schedules and 
regulations applicable to the move- 
ment by the steamship company of 
traffic subject to the act must be filed 
with the Commission and posted as 
required by the Act to regulate com- 
merce and the rules and regulations 
of the Commission. Jan. 22, p. 186 


Boat line control; application of Central 


of Ga. Ry. Co. under Panama Canal 
Act, relative to Ocean Steamship Co. 
of Savannah; case 6672 (37 I. C. C., 
422-430). Upon application of the 
Central of Georgia Ry. Co., to which 
the Illinois Central R. R. Co. was 
made a party in interest by order of 
the Commission, under the provisions 
of Section 5 of the Act to regulate 
commerce, as amended by the Pana- 
ma Canal Act, for an extension of 
time beyond July 1, 1914, during 
which operation of the Ocean S. S&S. 
Co. of Savannah might be continued; 
Held: (1) Both the Central of Geor- 
gia. Ry. Co. and Illinois Central R. R. 
Co. may or do compete with the 
steamship company within the mean- 
ing of the act. (2) The present oper- 
ation of the steamship company is in 
the interest of the public and of ad- 
vantage to the convenience and com- 
merce of the people; its continued 
ownership and operation by the Cen- 
tral of Georgia Ry. Co. will neither 
exclude, prevent nor reduce competi- 
tion on the routes by water under 
consideration; and the _ application 
should be granted. (3) All the rates, 
fares, schedules and regulations ap- 
plicable to the movement by _ the 
steamship company of traffic subject 
to the act must be filed with the 
Commission and posted as required 
by the Act to regulate commerce and 
the rules and regulations of the Com- 
mission. Jan. 22, p. 184. 


Boat line control; steamship Great 
Northern; case 7869 (37 I. C. C., 260- 
264). Upon an investigation into the 
ownership and operation of the steam- 
ships Great Northern and Northern 
Pacific by the Great Northern Pa- 
cific Steamship Co., and it being 
found that this steamship company is 
owned by the Spokane, Portland & 
Seattle Ry. Co., which is, in turn, 
owned by the Great Northern Rail- 
way Company and the Northern Pa- 
cific Ry. Co.; Held: (1) The North- 
ern Pacific Ry. and Great Northern 
Ry. and the Spokane, Portland & Se- 
attle Ry. do or may compete with 
these steamers in their operations be- 
tween Flavel, Ore., and San Fran- 
cisco, Cal.. within the meaning of 
the act. (2) The service of the Great 
Northern Steamship Co. here consid- 
ered is in the interest of the public 
and is of advantage to the conven- 
ience and commerce of the people. A 
continuance of same will neither ex- 
clude, prevent, nor reduce competi- 
tion on the route by water, and 
should be _ permitted. (3) All the 
rates, fares, schedules and regulations 
of the Great Northern Steamship Co. 
covering traffic subject to the act 
moved by it in the operations con- 
sidered herein must be filed with the 
Commission and posted to the public, 
as required by the act and the rules 
and regulations of the Commission. 
Jan. 15, p. 114. 

Bon ‘Marche vs. C. M. & St. P.; case 
8198; spring wagon (39 I. C. C.,:611- 
612.) June 17, p. 1284. 

Bonners Ferrv Lumber Co. vs. G. N.; 
case 6710; lumber (39 I. C. C., 568) 
June 17. p. 1278. 

Bonners Ferry Lumber Co. vs. Great 
Northern; case 6710 (38 I. C. C.. 268- 
275). (1) Rates charged for the trans- 
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portation of lumber in carloads from 
Bonner’s Ferry, Idaho, to points on 
defendant’s line in Montana east of 
Dunkirk and south of Naismith, found 
unjustly discriminatory, as compared 
with rates from Libby and Eureka, 
Mont., to the same points of desti- 
nation, and a proper relationsuip of 
rates prescribed for the future. (2) 
Rates charged for the transportation 
of lumber in carloads from Bonner’s 
Ferry, Idaho, to points in North Da- 
kota and Minnesota, found unreason- 
able and unjustly discriminatory, as 
compared with rates from Western 
Montana lumber producing points to 
the same destinations, and reasonable 
non-discriminatory rates prescribed 
for the future. April 1, p. 689. 

Bowie Lumber Co., Ltd., vs. Morgan’s 
La. & Tex. R. R. & S. S. Co. et al.; 
ease 8108; cross-ties and lumber (39 
I. Cc. C., 609-610). June 24, p. 1335. 

Bowie Lumber Co., Ltd., vs. Morgan’s 
La. & Tex. R. R. & S. S. Co.; case 
7858; transit on lumber (38 I. C. C., 
625-626). April 29, p. 885. 

Bradley Timber & Ry. Supply Co. vs. 
M. St. P. & S. Ste. Marie et al.; case 
7655; lumber (38 I. C. C., 598-599). 
April 29, p. 881. 

Bradley, E. C., Lumber Co. vs. N. O. 
G. N. et al.; lumber; case 8087 (38 I. 
C. C., 579-580). April 15, p, 792. 

Bradley Timber & Ry. Supply Co. vs. 
M. & I. F. et al.; case 7709; pulpwood 
(38 I. C. C., 497). April 8, p. 743. 

Bradley Timber & Ry. Supply Co. vs. 
Canadian Northern Ry. Co. et al.; 
case 7551 (37 I. C. C., 583). Rate of 
27 cents per 100 pounds for the trans- 
portation of a carload of lumber from 
Beaudette, Minn., to Vincennes, Ind., 
not found to have been unreasonable. 
Complaint dismissed. Jan. 29, p. 258. 

Brick, fire, to Louisiana points; I. and 
S. 660 (38 I. C. C., 249-251). March 
25, p. 631. 

Briggs and Turivas vs. C. & N. W. et 
al.; case 7886; scrap iron (38 I. C. C., 
505-506). April 8, p. 744. 

Broderick & Bascom Rope Co. vs. L. & 
N. et al.; case 7866; wire rope (39 I. 
C. C., 213-215). May 27, p. 1096. 


Brooks, W. R., Coal Co., doing busi- 
ness as Interstate Salt Co., vs. Wabash 
et al.; case 7718 (39 I. C. C., 426-433). 
(1) Prayer for reparation on _ ship- 
ments of salt from Michigan and Ohio 
salt fields to points in Nebraska, Kan- 
sas and Colorado denied. (2) Damage, 
if any, resulting from unjust discrimi- 
nation in rates is not always measur- 
able by the exact difference in which 
the rates are found to be unduly 
preferential or unjustly discrimina- 
tory. It may be more or less. The 
fact of damage attributable to the un- 
due or unreasonable prejudice or ad- 
vantage complained of and the amount 
of such damage must both be proved. 
Penna. R. R. Co. vs. International 
Coal Co., 230 U. S., 184; New Orleans 
Board of Trade vs. I. C. R. R. Co., 
29 I. C. C., 32. June 10, p. 1228. 


Broom corm to Cincinnati; I. and S. 636 
(37 I. C. C., 482-484). Proposed in- 
creased rate on broom corn in car- 
loads from East St. Louis, Ill., to Cin- 
cinnati, Ohio, found to have been 
justified and orders of suspension va- 
cated. Jan. 29. p. 254. 

Broom corn to Frankfort, Ky.; I. and 
S. 621 (37 I. C. C., 485-488). Pro- 
posed increased rate on broom corn 
in carloads from East St. Louis, IIL, 
to Frankfort, Ky., found to have been 
justified and order of suspension va- 
cated. Jan. 29, p. 255. 

Brown, L. L., Paper Co. vs. Boston & 
Albany R. R. Co. et al; case 7574 
(37 I. C. C., 586-588). Defendants’ 
combination less-than-carload rate on 
writing paper from Adams, Mass., to 
Philadelphia, Pa., routed by way of 
Sixtieth street, New York City, not 
shown to be unreasonable or unduly 
prejudicial. Complaint dismissed. 
Jan. 29, p. 259. 

Brown-Roberts Hardware & Supply 
Co., Ltd., vs. A. & V. Ry. Co. et al; 
case 7680; Fourth Section Applica- 
tion 461 (37 I. C. C., 671-674). (1) 
Rates on iron and steel lumber wag- 
ons in carloads from Quincy, Ill, to 
Alexandria and Lake Charles, La., 
found to be unreasonable. (2) Carri- 
ers directed to revise their rates on 
iron and steel lumber wagons from 
Quincy to other points in the lumber- 
producing districts of Louisiana on a 
basis not higher than the present 


rates on a type of iron and steel 
farm wagon described in the report. 
Feb. 5, p. 311. ‘ 

Brown, Ww. P., & Sons Lumber Co. et 
al. vs. L. & N. R. R. Co.; case 5937 
(37 I. C. C., 507-511). Defendant’s 
rates for the transportation of hard- 
wood lumber and logs in carloads 
from points in Alabama, Tennessee 
and Kentucky to Louisville, Ky., 
Evansville, Ind., and Cincinnati, Ohio, 
not found to be unreasonable or oth- 
erwise in conflict with the act. Com- 
plaint dismissed. Jan. 22, p. 194. 

Brownsville Cotton, Oil & Ice Co, vs. 
Cc. R. lL & P. R. R. Co. et al.; case 
6014; part of Fourth Section Applica- 
tion 1952 (37 I. C. C., 503-506). (1) 
Rates on cottonseed oil, meal, hulls 
and cake from Brownsville, Tenn., to 
points east of the Mississippi River 
and on or north of the Ohio River, 
found unjustly discriminatory to the 
extent that they exceed the rates 
contemporaneously maintained from 
Memphis, Tenn. (2) Rates on com- 
pressed cotton linters from Browns- 
ville to points east of the Mississippi 
River and on or north of the Ohio 
River, found unjustly discriminatory 
to the extent that they exceed by 
more than 10 cents per 100 pounds 
the rates contemporaneously main- 
tained from Memphis. (3) Fourth 
Section application denied as to cot- 
tonseed oil, meal, hulls and cake, and 
granted in part as to cotton linters. 
(> Reparation denied. Jan. 22, DP. 
193. 

Brush Creek Mining & Mfg. Co. et al. 
vs. L. & N. et al.; case 6942 (39 I. C. 
C., 449-455). (1) Carload rates of the 
Cumberland R. R. and the Louisville 
& Nashville R. R. on coal from mines 
on the Cumberland R. R. to the north- 
west and the southeast found not to 
be discriminatory because they exceed 
group rates of the Louisville & Nash- 
ville R. R. to and from the same ter- 
ritories from and to mines on that 
road, but found to be unreasonable to 
the extent that they exceed such 
group rates by more than 5 cents per 
ton, and the defendants required to 
publish rates on that basis. Repara- 
tion denied. (2) Rates on inbound 
supplies to mines on the Cumberland 
R. R. not found to be unreasonable or 
discriminatory. June 10, p. 1234. 

Buckwheat and corn flour; westbound 
transcontinental rates; I. and S. 402 
(37 I. C. C., 364-366). On rehearing, 
found that for the future no higher 
rates should be maintained by re- 
spondents on buckwheat flour or corn 
flour in carloads from _ producing 
points in transcontinental groups A 
to J, inclusive, to California termi- 
nals and intermediate points than are 
contemporaneously maintained on 
wheat flour in carloads from and to 
the same points. Jan. 15, p. 127. 


Burrel Collins et al. vs. C. B. & Q. et 
aL; peaches; case 7491 (38 IL C. C., 
216-217). March 25, p. 628. 

Burson Knitting Co. vs. C. I. & S. et al.; 
case 7180; cotton hosiery (39 I. C. C., 
494-495). June 17, p. 1267. 

Caddo River Lumber Co. vs. Caddo & 
Choctaw et al.; case 4069 (38 I. C. C., 
330). April 1, p. 673. 

California Corrugated Culvert Co. vs. 

. G. S. et al.; case 6493 and Sub. 1; 
sheet iron (38 I. C. C., 568). April 
22, p. 833. 

California Portland Cement Co., Inc., 
vs. A. T. & S. F. Ry. Co. et al.; cases 
7558 and 7758, Sub. 1 (37 I. C. C., 99- 
101). Rates charged by defendants 
for the transportation of wire bag 
ties from Waukegan and Chicago, IIL, 
and Toledo, Ohio, to Colton, Cal., not 
found to have been’ unreasonable. 
Complaint dismissed. Jan. 1, p. 13. 

Cambridge Tile Mfg. Co. vs. A. C. L. 
et al.; case 7283; portion of Fourth 
Sect. Ap. 703; clay (39 I. C. C., 663- 
664). June 17, p. 1288. 

Canales, M., vs. G. H. & S. A. Ry. Co. 
et al.; case 7238 (37 I. C. C., 573-574). 
Complaint alleging that unreasonable 
charges were collected for the trans- 
portation of a shipment of sugar in 
bond from a point in Mexico, through 
the United States, to another point 
in Mexico, dismissed for want of 
jurisdiction. “Jan. 29, p. 256. 

Cantine, Martin, Co. vs. C. H. & D. et 
al.; case 6795 (38 I. C. C., 151-152). 
March 11, p. 624. 

Cape Girardeau Portland Cement Co. 
vs. St. L. & S. F. R. R. Co. et al.; 


case 7100 (37 I. C. C., 538-539). Rate 
of 36 cents per 100 pounds on cement 
from Cape Girardeau, Mo., to Race- 
land, La., not shown to have been 
unreasonable or unjustly discrimina- 
tory. Complaint dismissed. Jan, 22, 


Pp. 204. 

Capital City Oil Co. vs. Y. & M. V. et 
al.; case 7031 (39 I. C. C., 141-146). 
Carload rates on cottonseed from 
points on defendants’ lines in the 
state of Mississippi to Baton Rouge 
and New Orleans, La., not shown to 
be unreasonable or unduly prejudi- 
a pe aanereae dismissed. May 13, 
p. 4 

Casey-Hedges Co. et al. vs. C. N. O. 
& T. P.; case 7122 (39 I. C. C., 569- 
572). Rate of 23 cents per 100 pounds 
charged by defendant for the trans- 
portation of certain iron and steel 
articles in carloads from Cincinnati, 
Ohio, to Chattanooga, Tenn., found 
to have been unreasonable to the ex- 
tent that it exceeded 19 cents, mini- 
mum weight 36,000 pounds. Repara- 
tion denied. June 17, p. 1292. 

Catoosa Limestone Products Co. vs. W. 
& A. et al.; case 7062; stone (38 I. 
C. C., 614-616). April 29, p. 884. 

Cattle Raisers’ Stock Yards Association 
vs. El Paso & Southwestern Co. et 
al.; case 7684 (37 I. C. C., 284-286). 
The complainant alleges undue prefer- 
ence by the defendants of the El Paso 
Union Stock Yards Co. of El Paso in 
the handling of cattle in that city. At 
the hearing an understanding was 
reached satisfactory to the complain- 
ant. The complaint is dismissed. 
Jan. 15, p. 126. 

Cement to Long Island points; I. and S. 
650 (37 I. C. C., 694-696). Proposed 
increased commodity rates on cement 
in carloads from points in Pennsyl- 
vania and New Jersey to destinations 
on the Long Island R. R. found justi- 
fied. Feb. 5, p. 317. 

Cement to Ohio points; I. and S. 624 
(37 I. C. C., 697-698). Proposed can- 
cellation of tariff item showing rates 
on cement in carloads from various 
points to Fayette, Fayette County, 
Ohio, delivering line Toledo & West- 
ern, found to be justified. Order of 
suspension vacated. Feb. 5, p. 317. 


C. F. A. territory fresh meat and pack- 
ing-house product rates; I. and S. 693 
(38 I. C. C., 665-668). (1) By the sus- 
pended tariff schedules respondents 
proposed certain increased rates for 
the transportation of fresh meats, 
packing-house products packed, and 
packing-house products. loose,  be- 
tween points in Central Freight Asso- 
ciation territory. Subsequent to the 
hearing and in view of the Commis- 
sion’s decision in Eastern Live Stock 
Case, 36 I. C. C., 675, respondents 
abandoned their claims to have justi- 
fied the rates under suspension and 
asked that rates not published in the 
suspended schedules be approved. In 
the meantime the Commission extend- 
ed a pending general investigation so 
as to include Official and Southern 
Classification territories. Upon all 
the facts; Held: That the suspended 
scredules should be canceled, but 
without prejudice to the filing of new 
tariffs naming rates on packing-house 
products packed and packing-house 
products loose. (2 Proposed _in- 
creased carload minima applicable to 
the transportation of fresh meat and 
packing-house products loose, be- 
tween points in Central Freight As- 
sociation territory found to have been 
justified. May 6, p. 947. 

Chain, classification of; I. and S. 726 
(39 I. C. C., 185-187). May 27, p. 1091. 

Chapin & Co. vs. C. I. & L. et al.; case 
we I. C. C., 611-613). April 22, 
Pp. q 


Chattanooga Sewer Pipe & Fire Brick . 


Co. vs. C. of G. et al.; case 8295; part 
of Fourth Sect. Ap. 2029; building 
a (39 I. C. C., 615-616). June 17, p. 


Chautauqua Refrigerating Co. vs. Erie; 
snes be ty (37 I. C. C., 625-626). Jan. 
, Dp i 
Chelsea Refining Co. vs. M. P. et al.: 
case 7537 (38 I. C. C., 28-30). Charges 
collected for the transportation of 
petroleum fuel oil in carloads from 
Chelsea, Okla., to Mears Mine, Mo., 
found to have been in excess of the 
amount lawfully due. Feb. 19, p. 395. 
Chestnut Ridge Ry.; Second Industrial 
Railways case (37 I. C. C., 558-565). 


The Lehigh & New England R. R. 
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directed to revise its switching ar- 

rangements with the Chestnut Ridge 
in the manner indicated herein. 
29, p. 248. 

Chicago, Board of Trade of the City of, 
vs. Ann Arbor et al.; case 8304 (39 
I. C. C., 643-652). Certain shipments 
of grain moved from country stations 
to Omaha, where transit was accord- 
ed. Representative — was shipped 
from Omaha to Chicago, where the 
grain was accorded transit, and re- 
shipped from Chicago to the Atlantic 
seaboard for export. Increased reship- 
ping rates from Chicago became ef- 
fective after the grain moved from the 
country station, but before it moved 
from Omaha. Rule 13 of Transit 
Grain Circular No, 17, I. C. C. No. 326, 
provides that “the through rate to be 
applied to transit grain shall be the 
lawfully published rate through from 
the original point of shipment to final 
destination in effect via the transit 
point at the time of initial shipment 
from point of origin applicable to the 
zrain covered by inbound billing 
which these rules permit to be 
matched against outbound shipments,”’ 
Held: (1) The point of origin referred 
to in the rule is the country station 
from which the grain was first moved, 
and not the transit point from which 
the grain was reshipped to Chicago. 
(2) Rule 13 of Milling and Malting 
Circular No. 13, I. C. C. No. 384, simi- 
larly interpreted. June 17, p. 1285. 

Chicago Lumber & Coal Co. vs. Mor- 
zan’s Louisiana & Texas R. R. & S. 
S. Co. et al.; case 7652 (37 I. C. C., 
73-74). Charges collected by defend- 
ants for the transportation of lumber 
in earloads from Bayou Sale and 
Baldwin, La., to milling points and re- 
shipped to various interstate desti- 
nations found to have been unlawful. 
Reparation awarded. Jan. 1, p. 9 


Chicago, W. Pullman & Southern R. R. 
Co.; Second Industrial Railways case 
(37 I. C. C., 408-421). (1) Connecting 
carriers directed to revise their joint 
rate or switching arrangements with 
The Chicago, West Pullman & South- 
ern R. R. Co, so as to conform with 
the principles herein announced. (2) 
Where a trunk line permits an indus- 
trial line to operate over trunk line 
tracks, the arrangement may be just 
and proper so long as it is for their 
mutual benefit and does not prevent 
the trunk line from performing its 
public duties. (3) In so far as the 
division or allowance accorded the in- 
dustrial line covers the operation over 
the tracks of the trunk line, the di- 
vision or allowance may not .exceed 
the operating and investment cost to 
the trunk line had the trunk line per- 
formed the same service by more than 
the proportionate share which that 
particular traffic should bear of the 
compensation paid by the industrial 
line for the use of the tracks; nor 
may the division or allowance exceed 
what would be just and proper under 
the principles applicable where the 
operation is over the tracks of the in- 
dustrial line. Jan. 29, p, 241. 


City Ice Delivery Co. vs. Pere Marquette 
et al.; case 7496 (39 I. C. C., 589-591). 
(1) Charge of $6 per car for the trans- 
portation of empty refrigerator cars 
from Toledo, Ohio, to Rose Center, 
Mich., for return loading with ice 
found to have been assessed without 
lawful tariff authority. Refund di- 
rected. (2) Tariff rule providing a 
mileage charge for the transportation 
of empty refrigerator cars from the 
point at which such cars are avail- 
able to the point at which they are 
to be loaded with ice for ensuing in- 
terstate movement condemned in its 
application to the movement of empty 
cars to Rose Center. (3) Higher 
charge for the transportation of ice 
in refrigerator cars than for its trans- 
portation in ordinary equipment found 
proper, following Mountain Ice Co. vs. 
D. L. & W. R. R. Co., 15 I. C. C., 305; 
Eagle Ice Co. vs. C. M. & St. P. Ry. 
Co., 37 I. C. C., 250. June 24, p. 1334. 

Clark, J. S. H.. Lumber Co. vs. S. A. L. 
et al.; case 8176; lumber (39 I. C. C., 
487-488). June 17, p. 1267. 

Class; Colorado class rates; I. and S. 
597° (37 I. C. C., 203-211). Proposed 
withdrawal of present Colorado com- 
mon-point class rates from St. Paul, 
Minn., rate territory to common 
points south of Denver, Colo., and 
the establishment, in lieu thereof, of 


through rates based on the combina- 
tion of intermediate rates over Sioux 
City, Iowa, found not to be justified. 
Cancellation of the suspend sched- 
ules directed and respondents ordered 
to maintain for a period of not less 
than two years rates from the St. 
Paul territory no higher than those 
contemporaneously maintained from 
St. Louis. Jan. 1, p. 14. 

Class rates from Michigan and Wiscon- 
sin points; I, and S. 692 (37 I. C. C., 
739-742). Modification of the proposed 
readjustment of joint through class 
rates from points in Wisconsin and 
Michigan on or near Green Bay, Lake 
Michigan, to points in Central Freight 
Association and Hastern Trunk Line 
territories found justified to the ex- 
er ae in the report. Feb. 26, 
p. 433. 

Class and commodity; Danville, Va., 
rates; see Danville; p. 956 

Class and commodity; rates via rail- 
—s-ee routes; see Lake Routes, p. 

Class and commodity; New Orleans- 
Texas rates; I. and S, 642 (38 I. C. C., 
1-10). Proposed increased class rates 
between New Orleans, La., and Or- 
ange, Beaumont, Houston and Galves- 
ton, Tex., and commodity rates to 
Orange, Beaumont and points taking 
the same rates, found to have been 
justified. Order of suspension va- 
cated. Feb. 26, p. 434. 

Class and commodity; rates from Knox- 
ville, Tenn.; I. and S. 345; see Knox- 
ville Traffic Bureau vs. C. N. O. & T. 
P. et al. p. 315. 


Class and commodity; Boston-New York 


proportional rates; I. and S. 705 (38 
I. C. C., 61-62). Proposed cancella- 
tion of proportional and transship- 
ment class and commodity rates be- 
tween points in Southeastern New 
England and New York, N. Y., appli- 
cable on traffic moving through the 
port of New York, in connection with 
certain steamship lines operating be- 
tween New York and the Pacific coast 
through the Panama Canal, not justi- 
fied. Feb. 26, p. 443. 


Class and commodity; through rates to 
points in Louisiana and Texas; Fourth 
Section Applications 461, etc. (38 I. 
Cc. C., 153-164). Rates applying on 
through traffic from interstate points 
to points in Louisiana and Texas are 
in many instances in excess of the 
aggregates of the intermediate rates 
in contravention of the Fourth Section 
of the Act to regulate commerce; 
Held: That sufficient justification has 
not been shown for’ continuing 
through rates that exceed the aggre- 
gates of the intermediate _ rates. 
Fourth Section relief denied. March 
11, p. 536. 

Class and commodity rates between St. 
Louis and East St. Louis and Ohio 
River points, and between the Ohio 
River points; Fourth Section Appli- 
cations 2045, 3965, 1952, 1548, 1065, 
2138, 4219, 799 and 2072 (38 I. C. C., 
411-431). The class and commodity 
rates of carriers operating both north 
and south of the Ohio River in the 
territory lying between St. Louis, Mo., 
and East St. Louis, Ill., on the one 
hand, and Ohio River points on the 
other, and between the various Ohio 
River points themselves, are in 
many instances in contravention 
of the long-and-short haul rule 
of the Fourth Section of the act; 
these carriers ask to be allowed to 
continue these rates between the 
_river points, which are lower than 
rates at intermediate points. Upon 
the facts disclosed by the record; 
Held: That (1) Water competition 
justifies departures from the long-and- 
short haul rule of the Fourth Section 
in rates between points on the Ohio 
and Mississippi ivers, and relief 
should be granted to the extent pre- 
scribed in the report. (2) Authority 
to continue to charge class and com- 
modity rates between the same points 
via Chicago and Chicago junctions 
lower than rates contemporaneously 
applicable on_like traffic to interme- 
diate points denied. (3) Authority to 
continue class and commodity rates 
between the same points via the route 
of the Louisville & Nashville Rail- 
road through Guthrie lower’ than 
rates contemporaneously applicable 
on like traffic to intermediate points 
denied. April 8, p. 725. : 

Classification nesting rule; see nesting. 


Classification; official classification rat- 
ings; I. and S. 604 and 682 (37 I. C. C., 
166-189). Upon consideration of ob- 
jections to praposed changes in classi- 
fication ratings on ce n commodi- 
ties named in Supplement No. 9 to 
Official Classification No. 42, and cer- 
tain other tariffs, and of the facts, 
circumstances and conditions shown 
of record in relation thereto; Held: 
(1) Proposed higher ratings on beer, 
beer tonic, ale and porter in carloads 
and less than carloads; on non-alco- 
holic beverages in carloads and less 
than carloads; on tobacco cuttings 
and scraps and tobacco siftings or 
sweepings in less than carloads; on 
plug or twist tobacco in carloads and 
less than carloads; on grain and grain 
products in less than carloads; on 
animal, poultry and pigeon feed, not 
medicated, in less than carloads, and 
on rags, waste paper and other paper 
makers’ fibers in less than carloads, 
not justified. (2) Proposed higher 
ratings on beer barrels and certain 
other cooperage, both new and old, 
in carloads and less than carloads 
and on old bottles in carloads and 
less than carloads and old bottle 
carriers in carloads, justified. (3) 
Proposed establishment of carload and 
less-than-carload ratings on leaf to- 
bacco in lieu of any-quantity rating 
not justified. (4) Proposed increased 


estimated weights of flour in barrels 
oh half barrels justified. Jan. 8, p. 


ol. 

Clay import and domestic rates; case 
6592 (39 I. C. C., 182-140). Because 
of informal complaints filed with the 
Commission to determine the propri- 
ety of the import rates on English 
clay from Gulf ports and north At- 
lantic ports to points in Central 
Freight Association territory which 
were lower than the domestic rates 
on clay mined in the states of Geor- 
gia to the same destinations, a hear- 
ing was had under a general order of 
the Commission which provides for an 
investigation into rates, practices, 
rules and regulations governing the 
transportation of imported property 
and the relationship between the 
rates for such transportation and for 
transportation of similar property 
originating in the United States; 
Held: That the present adjustment 
has not been shown to be unjustly 
discriminatory against domestic traf- 
fic. May 20, p. 1045. 

Coal and coke rates; I. and S. 71; see 
er y Coke & Coal Co. vs. L. & N.; 
Pp. : 

Coal rates from Virginia mines; I. and S. 
321; coal from Virginia mines, I. and 
S. 633; see Stonega Coke & Coal Co. 
vs. L. & N. et al.; p. 1268. 

Coal to Cleburne, Tex., and other 
points; I. and S. 754 (39 I. C. C., 617- 
618). June 17, p. 1284. 

Coal to Kentucky points; I. and S. 628 
(37 I. C. C., 194-197). Proposed can- 
cellation of joint rates on coal from 
points in West Virginia to points in 
Kentucky not justified. Jan. 8, p. 65. 


Coal to Missouri stations; I. and S. 740 
{i I. C. C., 520-522). June 17, p. 
Coal from Toluca, Ill.; I. and S. 627 (37 
I. C. C., 230-231). Proposed cancella- 
tion of joint rates which would result 
in. increased rates on coal from To- 
luca, Ill., to interstate points on the 
Chicago, Milwaukee & St. saul Ry. 
found not justified. Jan. 15, p. 107. 
Coal; in re filing with I. C. C. divisions 
of joint rates applicable to railway 
fuel coal; case 52, ex parte (37 I. C. 
C., 265-267. (1) Rulings of the Com- 
mission relative to rates and divisions 
of rates on fuel coal reviewed. (2) 
Commission deems it desirable that 
all carriers subject to its jurisdiction 
be required to file their divisions of 
joint rates applicable on railway fuel 
coal, in the transportation of which 
they participate, and that they be re- 
quired further, when changes are 
made in such divisions, to file a 
statement of facts relied upon as jus- 
tification for such changes. An ap- 
propriate general order will issue un- 
der the provisions of Section 6.; Jan. 
22, p. 169, : 
Coal from Colorado and Wyoming; I. 
and S. 669 (37 I. C. C., 430-431). Pro- 
posed increased rates on bituminous 
lump coal in carloads from mines in 
Colorado and Wyoming to destina- 
tions in Nebraska and Colorado on 
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the lines of the Union Pacific Rail- 
road not justified. Jan. 22, p. 202. 

Coal, bituminous, from point on P. R. 
R. and connections; Fourth Section 
Application 10167 (38 I. C. C., 658- 
661). Application for authority to es- 
tablish rates on bituminous and can- 
nel coal from points on the Pennsyl- 
vania Railroad and its connections to 
water competitive points on the Mary- 
land-Delaware peninsula lower than 
rates contemporaneously applicable-on 
like traffic to intermediate points de- 
nied. June 3, p. 1145. 

Coal, bituminous, to Mississippi valley 
territory; cases 4872, 6311, and Fourth 
Section Application (39 I. C. C., 378- 
391). (1) Distance scale established 
in the original report, 36 I. C. C., 401, 
412, modified to permit the establish- 
ment of relative rates from mines in 
Illinois, Kentucky and Alabama. (2) 
Carriers authorized to continue rates 
on coal from mines in Alabama to 
Greenville and Vicksburg, Miss., and 
Slidell, La., lower than rates to inter- 
mediate points. (3) Order respecting 
rates from mines in Illinois, Kentucky 
and Tennessee to junction points in 
Tennessee and Kentucky modified. 
(4) Order respecting rates from Bril- 
liant and Blocton, Ala., to Kosciusko, 
Miss., modified. June 3, p. 1171. 

Coal; bituminous coal rates to the 
southeast; cases 6324 and others (37 
I. C. C., 652-668). (1) Upon the facts 
adduced of retord rates on bituminous 
coal from the Tennessee, Virginia and 
West Virginia coal fields to southeast- 
ern destinations found to be unduly 
discriminatory and unreasonable in 
the particulars pointed out in the re- 
port, and a basis for reasonable and 
non-discriminatory rates in the future 
suggested. (2) The present rates on 
bituminous coal from the Appalachia 
and Dante districts in Virginia to 
Spartanburg, S. C., and from the Po- 
cahontas and New River districts in 
West Virginia to Lynchburg, Va., 
found unreasonable and 
rates prescribed for the future. ,(3) 
Joint rates and through routes pre- 


scribed on coal from the Pocahontas 
other 


district to Spartanburg and 
points on the Carolina, Clinchfield & 
a via St. Paul, Va. Feb. 7, 
p. 306. 


Coal to Glencoe, Mo.; I. and S. 756 (39 


I. Cc. C., 190-192). Proposed increased 
rates on bituminous coal in carloads 
from mines on the St. Louis. Iron 
Mountain & Southern Ry. in Illinois 
to stations on the Missouri Pacific Ry. 
in Missouri found justified, and order 
of suspension vacated. May 27, p. 
1091. 

Coal to Rhode Island points; I. and S. 
643 (37 I. C. C., 650-651). Proposed 
increased all-rail rate on bituminous 
coal in carloads from Clearfield dis- 
trict in Pennsylvania to Providence, 
Auburn and Olneyville, R. I., found 
justified. Feb. 5, p. 305. 

Coffeyville Vitrified Brick & Tile Co. vs. 
mM. ©. 8 al.; anes 7906 (39 I. C. C., 
208). May 27. vp. 1096. 

Coffeyville Vitrified Brick & Tile Co. vs. 
St. L. & S. F. et al.; case 8032 (38 I. 
C. C.. 355-356). April 1, p. 675. 

Coke from Virginia mines; see Stonega 
cae & Coal Co. vs. L. & N. et al.; p. 

Colorado class rates; see Class. 

Colorado Fuel Co., Ltd., vs. C. & S. 

et al.; case 7691; coal (38 I. C. C., 

690-692). May 6, p. 949. 

Colorado Fuel Co. vs. M. K. & T. of 
Tex. et al.; case 7587; coal (39 I. C. C., 
491-493). June 17, p. 1267. 

Colorado Tent & Awning Co. vs. D. 
R. G. et al.; case 7568 (37 I. C. C., 
617-618). Jan. 29, p. 260. 

Columbia Oil Co. of N. Y. vs. C. R. R. 
of N. J.; case 7810; petroleum (38 I. 
C. C., 725-726). May 6,.p. 951. 

Commercial Exchange of Philadelphia 
vs. N. Y. C. & H. R. et al.;: case 
7608 (38 I. C. C., 551-565). (1) Charge 
of $2 per car for service in connection 
with the reconsignment of carload 
shipments of grain, grain products, 
hay and straw, stopped in transit at 
“hold” points and subsequently for- 
warded to destination, found to have 
been justified; but the same charge 
for service in connection with the di- 
version of similar shipments en route 
to “‘hold’’ points is found not to have 
been justified. Maximum charge of 
$1 per car for the latter service pre- 
scribed. (2) Tariff provision purport- 


x 


Commodity rates to 


reasonable 


Cotton 


Cottonseed products to Port Arthur, 


Cottrell, J. W., Lumber Co. vs. Mor- 


Criswell, J. H., vs. W. F. 


ing to give carrier option of forward- 
ing cars to destination after accrual 
of $5 demurrage charges disapproved. 
April 15, p. 793. 

hington; case 
7777 (38 I. C. C., 593-598). On the 
facts of record; Held; (1) That por- 
tion of defendants’ Fourth Section 
Application No. 1781 which asks au- 
thority to continue lower commodity 
rates to Fredericksburg, Richmond 
and Petersburg, Va., than to Wash- 
ington, D. C., on traffic from New 
York and other eastern points is de- 
nied. (2) Defendants should estab- 
lish a list of commodity rates from 
New York and other eastern points 
to Washington substantially similar 
to their commodity rates contempo- 
raneously maintained from the same 
points to Fredericksburg, Richmond 
and Petersburg, on a reasonable basis 
lower than the class rates. (3) Case 
held open to afford the carriers an 
opportun:ty to readjust their com- 
modity rates in accordance with the 
views expressed in the report. April 
22, p. 83. 


Consolidated Fuel Co. et al. vs. A. T. 


& S. F. et al.; case 7933 (38 I. C. C., 
474-477). Defendants’ rates for the 
transportation of soft coal in carloads 
from Mohrland and Hiawatha, Utah, 
to California points on the Atchison, 
Topeka & Santa Fe’s branch line from 
Los Angeles Cal., to National City, 
Cal., found to be unreasonable; a 
maximum joint through rate of $6.65 
per net ton prescribed. April &, p. 
740. 


Continental Can Co. et al. vs. B. & O 


case 7891 (38 I. C. C., 618- 
Tin cans are loaded in bulk in 
box cars, and for some years prior 
to February-March, 1915, money al- 
lowances were made by defendants 
when inside doors were furnished for 
the protection of bulk shipments in 
box cars. Since that time no such 
allowances have been made except 
on shipments of grain and flaxseed. 
Upon complaint that the withdrawal 
of these allowances was in violation 
of sections 1, 2 and 3 of the act; 
Held: That the carriers have justified 
the withdrawal. April 29, p. 884. 
concentration at Weleetka, 
Okla.; I. and S. 723 (39 I. C. C., 181- 
184). Proposed elimination of cer- 
tain stations from which cotton may 
be shipped for compression at We- 
leetka, Okla., justified. May 27, p. 
1099. 


et al.; 
620). 




















Tex.; I. and S. 665; Port Arthur 
Canal & Dock Co. vs. A. & S. et al.; 
case 8240 (38 I. C. C., 378-388). (1) 
The Texarkana & Fort Smith Ry. Co. 
and the Kansas City Southern Ry. Co. 
published an item in a schedule nam- 
ing increased rates on cottonseed cake. 
and. meal from Texas points to Port 
Arthur, Tex., for interstate and for- 
eign application, to the effect that 
the increased rates would not apply 
via their lines, although for many 
vears these carrier had been partici- 
pants in the canceled rates from 
Texas points; Held: That their re- 
fusal to participate in the rates has 
not been justified. (2) Upon com- 
plaint that the increased rates on 
cottonseed cake and meal from points 
in the state of Texas to Port Arthur, 
Tex., for export are unreasonable and 
unjustly discriminatory; Held: That 
the defendants have failed to sustain 
the burden of proof by showing that 
the increased rates are _ justified. 
March 25, p. 6382. 


gantown & Kingwood et al.; case 7930; 
lumber (39 I. C. C., 661-663). June 17, 


p. 1288. 

& N. W. Ry. 
Co. et al.; case 6737 (37 I. C. C., 97- 
98). Complainant desired to ship cat- 
tle from Gate, Okla., a station on the 
Wichita Falls & Northwestern Ry., 
to Kansas City, Mo. Through the 
negligence of that carrier’s agent at 
Gate in permitting previous shipments 
of infected cattle, made by another 
shipper, to be handled through the 
stock pens at Gate, thereby making 
it unsafe for complainant to _ ship 
through’ those pens, complainant 
drove his cattle to Laverne, Okla., 
for shipment. Laverne also is a sta- 
tion on the Wichita Falls & North- 
western Ry., but a higher rate applied 


from Laverne than from Gate. Com- 
plaint dismissed. Jan. 1, p. 13. 

Crown-Columbia Paper Co. vs. Oregon- 
Washington R. R. N. Co.; case 
7440; paper (38 I. C. C., 231-232). 
March 25, p. 629. 

Crunden-Martin Mfg. Co. vs. M. P. et 
al.; case 8029; wrapping paper and 
bags (39 I. C. C., 631-632). June 17, 


p. 1284, 

Cumberland Glass Mfg. Co. vs. P. R. R. 
et al.; case 7699 (37 I. C. C., 714-715). 
Feb. 12, p. 346. 

Cumberland Transportation Co. vs. C. 
N. O. & T. P. Ry. Co. et al.; case 
7704 (37 I. C. C., 463-469). Upon 
filing of a satisfactory bond by the 
complainant defendants will be re- 
quired to establish through routes and 
joint rates with the complainant be- 
tween landings on the Cumberland 
River in Kentucky and Tennessee and 
interstate points on defendants’ lines 
in the same manner, on the same 
terms and to the same extent as such 
through routes and joint rates are 
maintained by the defendants in con- 
nection with the complainant’s com- 
petitor, the Burnside & Burkesville 
Transportation Co. Jan. 29, p. 282. 

Curtis & Gartside Co. et al. ws. A. T. & 
S. F. et al.; case 7189; sash, doors, 


blinds, ete. (38 I. C. C., 276-277). 
March 25, p. 631. 

Cylinders; classification of; I. and S. 
697 (38 I. C. C., 198-200). Proposed 


change in Southern Classification rat- 

ing of returned empty, coppered or 

nickeled cylinders, described in the 

item under suspension, from_ sixth 

class to fifth class not justified, and 

— ordered canceled. March 25, p. 
2. 

Danville, Va., class and commodity 
rates; I. and S. 708 (88 I. C. C., 742- 
745). (1) Proposed increased class 
rates between Danville, Va., and 
points in the state of North Carolina 
found justified. Orders ‘of suspension 
vacated. (2) When investigating the 
propriety of increased rates under 
suspension the Commission, in addi- 
tion to the question of their reason- 
ableness, may consider to what extent 
they may involve unlawful discrimi- 
nations and preferences in their rela- 
tion to other rates; but to withhold 
approval of proposed rates that are 
found to be reasonable and in harmony 
with the general interstate rate ad- 
justment in the territory in question 
solely because state rates are on a 
lower level would put both the car- 
riers and the Commission under the 
control of state authorities in many 
cases involving interstate rates. May 
6, p. 956. 

Dare Lumber Co. vs. N. S. et al.; case 
8079: lumber (38 I. C. C., 507-508). 
April 8, p. 744. 

Darling & Co. vs. P. C. C. & St. L. 
Ry. Co.; case 7923 (37 I. C. C., 401- 
402). Demurrage was assessed by de- 
fendant on a carload of fertilizer 
held at destination pending the ar- 
rival of a second car, both cars hav- 
ing been covered by a single bill of 
lading; Held: That demurrage 
charges are prescribed as a penalty 
per car with the object of conserving 
equipment. The charges’. collected 
are not shown to have been unlawful 
or unreasonable. Complaint dismissed. 
Jan. 22, p. 182. 

Darragh Co. vs. C. R. I. & P. et al.: oats 
and corn chops; case 7847 (38 I. C. C., 
549-550). April 15, p. 791. 

Davis, Chas. W., vs. M. St. P. & S. Ste. 
Marie Ry. Co.; case 6678 (37 I. C. C., 
523-524). Rates charged for the trans- 
portation from Manistique, Mich., to 
Gladstone, Mich., of shipments of hard 
and soft coal, in carloads, originating 
in Pennsylvania and West Virginia, 
found to have been unreasonable to 
the extent that they exceeded rates 
of 75 and 50 cents per net ton, re- 
spectively. Rates of 75 cents on hard 
coal and 50 cents on soft coal pre- 
scribed as maximum for the future. 
Reparation awarded. Jan. 22, p. 213. 

Davis Milling Co. vs. A. T. & S. F.; 
case 5061; buckwheat and pancake 
flour (39 I. C. C., 198-199). May 27, 
p. 1094. 

Decker, Jacob E., & Sons vs. M.. & St. 
L. et al.; case 6481 (38 I. C. C., 228- 
231). (1) Rates charged for the 
transportation of packing-house prod- 
ucts and fresh meats in straight car- 
loads from Mason City, Ia.. to Arkan- 
sas and Texas points not found to be 
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unreasonable or unjustly discrimina- 
tory. (2) The rates to Louisiana 
points found unjustly discriminatory 
to the extent that they exceed the 
rates from Chicago and _ grouped 
points by more than 2% cents per 100 
pounds on packing-house products, 
and 5 cents per 100 pounds on fresh 
meats. Reparation denied. March 18, 


. 583. 

Detroit Coal Exchange et al. vs. M. C. 
et al., case 7527, and same vs. Grand 
Trunk Western, case 7527, Sub. 1 (38 
I. Cc. C., 79-86). Upon complaint that 
the rules and charges governing the 
weighing and reweighing of carload 
freight in Detroit, Mich., are unrea- 
sonable and unduly preferential; Held: 
(1) That the Commission has juris- 
diction of the weighing service, when 
the freight is moved in_ interstate 
commerce, (2) That it is the duty of 
the delivering carrier, upon reason- 
able request, to reweigh carload 
freight which has been transported 
in interstate commerce. (3) That the 
present charges for this service in 
Detroit, Mich., are unjust and unrea- 
sonable. Just and reasonable charges 
prescribed for the future. (4) That 
the inability of carriers participating 
in the interstate transportation of a 
car toa agree upon their respective as- 
sumptions of costs for reweighing 
when such reweighing develops a 
shortage in excess of the limit of tol- 
erance, cannot be used to increase 
charges against the shipper. March 
11, p. 516. 

Detroit Coal Co. vs. M. C. R. R. Co.; I. 
and S. 144 (37 I. C. C., 274-282). The 
tariffs of respondents authorized, un- 
der certain circumstances, a charge 
of $2 per car for reconsigning coal 
at Detroit, Mich., to points within 
the switching limits of that city, but 
the provisions of the tariff did not, 
as contended by the complainant, 
make the imposition of the charge 
conditional upon the terminal carri- 
ers having first given the consignee 
at Detroit notice that the car had 
arrived at Toledo, Ohio. Charges col- 
lected upon the shipments involved in 
the complaint not _ shown to have 
been unreasonable. Reparation denied 
and complaint dismissed. Jan. 15, p. 
117. 

Detroit Stove Works vs. Wabash et al.; 
case 7642 (39 I. C. C., 597-599). (1) 
Minimum weight applied by defendants 
on a carload of gas stoves from De- 
troit, Mich, to Marshall, Tex., found 
to have been unreasonable. Reason- 
able minimum weight prescribed for 
the future. (2) Claim for reparation 
found to have been abandoned. June 
17, p. 1283. 

Dodd & Struthers vs. P. R. R. et al.; 
ease 7901; lightning rod fixtures (38 
I. C. C., 629-630). April 29, p. 885. 

Dodson, Weston & Co., Inc., and C. M. 
Dodson & Co. vs. C. R. R. of N. J.; 
case 6770 (38 I. C. C., 206-208). Rep- 
aration awarded on account of un- 
reasonable rates charged for the 
transportation of anthracite coal from 
Beaver Brook colliery and Coleraine 
colliery, in the Lehigh anthracite 
coal region in Pennsylvania, to Eliza- 
bethport. N. J., for transshipment. 
March 25, p. 627. 

Donahue-Stratton Co. vs. C. M. & St. 
P. et al.; case 8109; oats (38 I. C. C., 
739-740). May 6, p. 952. 

Doris Motor Car Co. vs. Wabash et al.; 
case 8055: automobile gear frame 
ae I, Cc. C., 503-505). April 8, 
p. 743. 

Drake Marble & Tile Co. vs. C. St. P. 
M. & O. et al.; case 8042 (38 I. C. C., 
363-364). April 1, p. 676. 

Drake Marble & Tile Co. vs. G. N. Ry. 
Co.; case 5985 (37 I. C. C., 517-520). 
Charges applicable over defendant’s 
line for the transportation of a mixed 
earload of dressed building marble 
and crushed marble from St. Paul, 
Minn., to Bellingham, Wash., found 
to have been unreasonable. Defend- 
ant’s rates for the transportation of 
dressed building marble and polished 
building marble from St. Paul, Minn., 
to Bellingham, Wash, found to have 
been unjustly discriminatory. Jan. 
22, p. 195. 

Drake Marble & Tile Co. vs. N. Y. O. 
& W. et al.; case 6783, etc. (39 I. C. 
C, 392-398). (1) Rates on marble 
from New York, N. Y., and Baltimore, 
Md., to St. Paul, Minn., and from 
Knoxville, Tenn... and neighboring 
points to St. Paul and Kansas City, 


Eagle Ice Co. et al. vs. C. 


Mo., not found unreasonable or un- 
justly discriminatory. (2) Departures 
from rule of the fourth section so 
far as not already corrected are au- 
thorized. (3) Prayer for joint rates 
on marble from Knoxville to St. Paul 
and Kansas City denied, the present 
through rates based upon the Ohio 
and Mississippi River combinations 
not appearing to be open to valid ob- 
jection. June 10, p. 1220. 

Drake Marble & Tile Co. vs. C. G. W. 
et al.; case 7713, ete. (39 I. C. C., 
422-425). (1) Rates charged by de- 
fendants for the transportation of 
building stone in carloads from St. 
Paul, Minn., to Kansas City, Mo., 
found to have been unlawful. Repara- 
tion awarded. (2) Defendants’ Class 
C rate of 23 cents per 100 pounds for 
the transportation of straight or 
mixed carload shipments of dressed 
building marble and polished building 
marble or mixed carload shipments of 
dressed or polished building marble 
and dressed or polished building stone 
from St. Paul, Minn., to Kansas City, 
Mo., not found unlawful or unreason- 
able. June 10, p. 1226. 

Drake Marble & Tile Co. vs. N. P. Ry. 
Co. et al.; case 6047 (37 I. C. C., 512- 
516). (1) Reparation awarded on ac- 
count of unreasonable charges col- 
lected for the transportation of a 
mixed carload of polished building 
marble and crushed marble from St. 
Paul, Minn., to Bismarck, N. Dak. 
(2) Rates and ratings on polished 
building marble and dressed building 
marble in carloads from St. Paul, 
Minn., to points in Minnesota, North 
Dakota and South Dakota, found un- 
justly discriminatory to the extent 
that they exceed the rates and rat- 
ings on polished building stone and 
dressed building stone in carloads re- 
spectively. (3) Charges for the trans- 
portation of building marble, building 
stone and crushed marble in mixed 
carloads from St. Paul, Minn., to 
points in Minnesota, North Dakota 
and South Dakota, found unreason- 
able to the extent that they exceed 
the charges that would accrue on the 
basis of the highest carload rate and 
highest minimum weight applicable to 
any article in the mixture. (4) 
Charges established by defendants 
for the transportation of mixed car- 
loads of building marble, crushed 
marble and cement from St. Paul, 
Minn., to points in Minnesota and 
North and South Dakota, found to 
be unreasonable to the extent that 
they exceed the charges that .would 
accrue upon the basis of the highest 
carload rate and highest minimum 
weight applicable to any article in 
the shipment. Jan. 22, p. 204. 

Duffney Brick Co. et al. vs. Boston & 
Maine; cases 7596 and others (39 I. C. 
C., 118-125). Increased local rates on 
brick from Mechanicville and Lansing- 
burgh, N. Y., and from Gonic, N. H., 
to Boston, Mass., and adjacent terri- 
tory found justified. Record held open 
to permit subsequent hearing as to 
joint rates on brick from Gonic to 
other territories which are alleged 
to be unreasonable and unjustly dis- 
criminatory. May 20, p. 1043. 

Duluth Log Co. vs. M. St. P. & S. Ste. 

Marie et al.; case 7679 (37 I. C. C., 

619). Jan. 29, p. 261. 

Duluth Log Co. vs. M. St. P. & S. Ste. 
Marie et al.; case 7723 (38 I. C. C., 
338-339). April 1, p. 674. 

M. & St. P. 
Ry. Co. et al.; case 7556 (37 I. C. C., 
250-259). Increased carload rate of 
3.5 cents per 100 pounds on ice when 
moving in ordinary box cars from 
certain points in Wisconsin to Chi- 
cago, Ill., not justified. Reasonable 
rates for the future prescribed and 
reparation awarded. Jan. 15, p. 111. 

East Jersey R. R. & T. Co. vs. C. R. R. 
of N. J. et al.; case 6900; Southern 
Cotton Oil Co. vs. East Jersey R. R. 
& T. Co. et al.; case 6900, Sub. 1 (37 
I. C. C., 357-359). Upon considera- 
tion of evidence regarding changes 
in rates to New York, following the 
Five Per Cent case, 32 I. C. C., 325, 
conclusions in original report modi- 
fied and Held: - That joint rates 
should be established in connection 
with the terminal company to New 
York, including points in New York 
harbor within the established lighter- 
age limits and delivery on board ves- 
sels in New York harbor for export, 
not in excess of those contemporane- 


ously maintained by defendants to 
New York over other routes. Jan. 22, 


p. 174. : 

East St. Louis Cotton Oil Co. vs. St. L. 
& S. F. et al.; case 7966; cottonseed 
(38 I. C. C., 498). April 8, p. 743. 

Eastern Oregon Lumber’ Producers’ 
Ass’n. vs. C. B. & Q. et al.; case 7399 
(39 I. C. C., 316-320). Combination 
rates on lumber and articles taking 
lumber rates from eastern Oregon 
producing points.) on the Oregon- 
Washington R. R. & Nav. Co. to 
points on the Northern Pacific Ry. 
and Great Northern Ry., and their 
connections in the states of Montana, 
North Dakota, South Dakota, Minne- 
sota and Nebraska, found to be un- 
reasonable and unduly prejudicial, 
and joint rates based on differentials 
over the rates from Spokane, Wash., 
= tea for the future. May 27, p. 

Eastern & Western Lumber Co. vs. S. 
P, Co. et al.; case 7801; lumber (38 
I. Cc. G.. 697-699). Defendants’ 
charges for the transportation of a 
carload of lumber under practices and 
published rules for ascertaining the 
net weight, by taking the difference 
between the gross weight of car and 
shipment at point of origin and the 
actual tare at final destination, not 
found to be unreasonable. Complaint 
dismissed. May 6, p. 949. 

Eastman, Ga., shippers of, vs. Southern 
et al.; case 3848; class and commod- 
ity (38 I. C. C., 672-674). May 6, p. 


Elden, R. W., vs. S. P.; fertilizer; case 
(38 I. C. C., 530). April i5, p. 

Elm City Lumber Co. vs. A. C. L. R. R. 
Co. et al.; case 6527 (37 I. C. C., 571- 
572). Reparation awarded on account 
of an unreasonable rate charged for 
the transportation of a carload of lum- 
ber from Spring Hope, N. C., to Yard- 
ley, Pa. Jan. 29, p. 256. 

Elmore Benjamin Coal Co. vs. P. M.; 
see Chas. Becker vs. same; p. 1342. 
Emery, Cc. S.. & Co. vs. Boston & 
Maine; case 8325 (38 I: C. C., 636-638). 
(1) Shioments of freight froni Canada 
to the United States entered at New- 
port, Vt., are consigned to brokers 
at Newport, who pay the customs 
duties and forward the shipments to 
the ultimate consignees. Defendant’s 
agent at Newport is also a licensed 
customs broker and defendant per- 
mits him_to “expense forward’ on 
the waybills that accompany the ship- 
ments the customs duties which he 
pays, together with his brokerage 
fees. Other licensed customs brokers 
are denied this service. Motion for 
dismissal of complaint for want of 
jurisdiction denied. (2) The Com- 
mission has jurisdiction over the do- 
mestic movement of traffic originat- 
ing in Canada. (3) The duty of car- 
riers not to discriminate between per- 
sons is owed only to patrons of their 
transportation service, but customs 
brokers who act as consignees at 
ports of entry and who forward the 
shipments consigned to them for en- 
try to the ultimate consignees are 
patrons of the transportation’ service 
afforded by the carrier employed. (4) 
The duty of carriers not to discrimi- 
nate between shippers obtains for 
voluntary as well as for compulsory 

service. April 29, pv. 885. 

Empire Cotton Oil Co. vs. A. B. & A. 
R. R. Co. et al.s case 7222 (37 I. C. C., 
394-395). Rate of $3.40 per net ton 
charged on five carload shipments of 
slag from Bessemer, Ala., to McRae, 
Ga., found to have been unreasonable 
to the extent that it exceeded $1.54 
per net ton. Reparation awarded. 
Jan. 22, p. 181. 

Empty carriers, returned; rates on tin 
cans and other commodities between 
California and points in other states; 
YT. and S. 180 (37 I. C. C., 360-362). 
Respondents’ proposed adjustment of 
rates on empty carriers, returned, 
found just and reasonable and tariff 
prescribing rates in accordance there- 
ee to be filed. Jan. 22, 
p. f 

Englehart Heating Co. vs. N. C.:& St. 
L. et al.; case 7743; boiler castings 
(38 I. C. C., 685-686). May 6, p. 949. 

Ennis, Brown Co. vs. A. T. & S. F.; 
case 6254. Sub. No. 2; beans (39 I. C. 
C.. 209-210). May 27, p. 1096. : 

Fabrication in ‘transit at Greenville, 
Pa.; I. and S. 638 (37 I. C. C., 370- 
371). Proposed restriction of fabri- 
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cation-in-transit service at Rochester, 
Ind., and Greenville, Pa., to iron and 
steel articles intended for framework 
or séctions for bridges or buildings 
found to have been justified. Order 
suspending operation of tariff va- 
cated. Jan. 22, p. 176. 

Fargo Foundry Co. vs. N. P.; case 7734; 
moulding sand (38 I. C. C., 693-694). 
May 6, p. 949. 

Federal Glass Co. et al. vs. C. R. I. & 
P. et al.; case 6000 (38 I. C. C., 331- 
332). April 1, p. 674. 

Felin, J. J., & Co., Inc., vs. P. & R.; 
case 7432 (37 I. C. C., 231-233). Fail- 
ure of defendant to make complain- 
ant allowance for yardage services at 
Philadelphia, Pa., on interstate ship- 
ments of hogs not found unjustly dis- 
criminatory. Jan, 15, p. 108. 

Ferromanganese to western points; I. 
and S. 671 (37 I. C. C., 374-375). Pro- 
posed withdrawal of import rates on 
ferromanganese from eastern ports to 
Central Freight Association territory 
found to be justified. Suspension or- 
ders vacated. Jan. 22, p. 177. 

Fish to N. Y.; I. and S. 747 (39 I. C. 
C., 333-334). June 3, p. 1146. 

Fish, S. T., & Co. vs. A. T. & S. F. et 
al.; case 7753 (38 I. C. C., 115-116). 
March 11, p. 6524. 

Fisher Mfg. Co. vs. N. Y. N. H. & H. 
Rm. RB: Co; ense 67 (7 =. Cc. C., 
547-548). Reparation awarded on ac- 
count of switching charges collected 
in excess of the lawful tariff charges. 
Jan, 22, p. 207. 

Florida Citrus Exchange vs. A. C. L. et 
al.; case 7468 (39 I. C. C., 325-329). 
Defendants’ charge for transferring 
citrus fruit from ventilated box cars 
into refrigerator cars at Potomac 
Yard, Va., found’to have been justi- 
fied. Complaint dismissed. May 27, 
p. 1101. 

Florida, R. Hudson Burr et al. as Rail- 
road Commissioners of the state of, 

of G.. et al.; case 8364 (38 I. 

711-714). Rates on coal in 
carloads from Birmingham, Acmar 
and Margaret, Ala., points in the 
Birmingham. coal district to Quincy, 
Tallahassee, Madison, Monticello and 
Apalachicola, Fla., not found to be 
unduly discriminatory. Complaint 
dismissed. May 6, p. 950. 

Flour City S. S. Co. et al. vs. Lehigh 
Valley et al.; case 4495 (38 I. C. C., 
729-731). (1) The Flour City Line, a 
carrier on the great lakes, paid 
charges which accrued in connection 
with the transfer of interstate ship- 
ments from the end.of its steamers’ 
gangplanks into tne cars of defend- 
ant rail carriers at Buffalo, N. Y. 
There was no through route or joint 
rate by way of the Flour City Line 
and defendants’ lines, and no tariff 
authority for the intermediate serv- 
ice; Held: That the responsibility for 
the transfer of the shipments rested 
upon the shippers. (2) Reparation 
denied to complainant, the successor 
in interest of the Flour City Line. 
May 6, p. 953. 

Flue lining minimum weight; I and S. 
719 ti I, C. C., 328-329). March 25, 
p. 632. 

Forbes Mfg. Co. vs. Lehigh Valley et 
al.; case 8189; portions of Fourth 
Sect. Aps. 1779, 1952, 2660; iron wire 
cloth (39 I. C. C., 566-567). June 17, 
p. 1278. 

Ford Mfg. Co. vs. C. C. C. & St. L. 
et al.; case 8215; candle pitch (39 I. 
C. C., 489-490). June 17, p. 1267. 

Ford Paving Co. vs. M. P.; case 7424; 
brick (39 I. C. C., 211-212). May 27, 
p. 1096. 

Forest Lumber Co. vs. Morgantown & 
Kingwood et al.; case 7686; lumber 
3 I. C. C., 661-663). June 17, p. 

Freight bills, in the matter of; case 
5518 (38 I. C. C., 91-93). Freight bills 
presented to the ultimate consignees 
of shipments reconsigned in transit 
ought not to disclose the name of the 
original consignors; neither should 
they show the original point of ship- 
ment nor the route of movement to 
the reconsigning point except in in- 
stances where the ultimate consignee 
is required to pay the through 
charges. March 11, p. 520. 

Fruits and vegetables from Grand Rap- 
ids; I. and S. 654 (37 I. C. C., 489- 
490). Proposed cancellation of com- 
modity rates on green fruits in 
straight or mixed carloads, and green 
fruits and vegetables in mixed car- 


vw Cc. 
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loads from Grand Rapids, Mich., via 
interstate routes to destinations in 
the upper peninsula of Michigan 
found justified. Jan, 22, p. 210. 
Fruits and vegetables from Norfolk, 
Va.; I. and S. 704 (38 I. C. C., 252- 
256). Proposed increased rates for 
the transportation of fruits, vegeta- 
bles and strawberries, any quantity, 
from St. Julian avenue station, Nor- 
folk, Va., to New York, N. Y., not 
justified. April 1, p. 691. 
Gablowsky, B., vs. Green Bay & West- 
ern et al.; case 7946; logs (38 I. C. C., 
699-700). May 6, p. 950. 
Gamble-Robinson Co. vs. C, & E. I. 
et al.; case 9620; watermelons (38 I. 
Cc. C., 740-741). May 13, p. 993. 
Garden City Sand Co. vs. N. Y. C. & 
St. L. et al.; case 7729; moulding 


7 he I, C. C.,. 723-724). May 6, 
p. : 

General Equipment Co. vs. A. C. L.; 
C., 620-621). Jan. 


case 7748 (37 I. C. 
29, p. 261. 

Gile, H. S., & Co. et al. vs. S. P. Co. 
et al.; case 3589 (39 I. C. C., 193-197). 
Upon rehearing, rates from eastern de- 
fined territories to points in the Will- 
amette Valley of Oregon found justi- 
fied. May 27, p. 1092. 

Gilman, I., & Co. vs. Maine Central et 
al.; paper; case 7410 (38 I. C. C., 213- 
215). March 25. p. 627. 

Gisholt Machine Co. et al. vs. C. & N. 

. et al.; case 7637; iron-working 
machinery (39 I. C. C., 147-148). May 
20, p. 1048. 

Goldcamp Mill Co. vs. N. & W.; case 
8025 (39 I. C. C., 433-444). Defend- 
ant’s rates on grain, grain products 
and hay in carloads and less than car- 
loads from Ironton, Ohio, to points on 
defendant’s line in West Virginia, 
Naugatuck to Bluefield, inclusive, 
found to be unreasonable. Reason- 
able maximum rates prescribed for 
the*future. Reparation denied. June 
10, p. 1230. 

Grain to Arkansas points; I. and S. 699 
(40 I. C. C., 49-52). Proposed cancel- 
lation of joint rates on grain in car- 
loads from points in Kansas and Mis- 
souri on the St. Louis & San Fran- 
cisco R. R. by way of Bridge Junc- 
tion, Ark., to points in Arkansas on 
the Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific 
Ry. justified in part. Schedules un- 
der suspension ordered canceled, but 
without prejudice to respondents’ 
rights to file a new tariff conforming 
to the findings herein. June 24, p. 
1341, 

Grain to California points; I. and S. 
652 (38 I. C. C., 367-369). Proposed 
changes in the rules relating to the 
routing and diversion of grain and 
grain products in carloads from points 
of origin in Idaho and Utah to Los 
Angeles, Cal., on the tracks of the 
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Ry., 
found justified. Order of suspension 
vacated. March 25, p. 636. 

Grain from Manitowoc, Wis.; I. and S. 
608 (37 I. C. C., 549-557). Proposed 
increased reshipping rates on grain 
and grain products, and proposed in- 
creased charges under the reshipping 
rates on grain, to be effected by the 
withdrawal of transit service, the im- 
position of a switching charge, and 
an increase in the minimum weights, 
from Manitowoc and Milwaukee, Wis., 
Chicago, Ill, and other points, to 
Central Freight Association and 
Trunk Line territories, the Virginia 
cities, and other points, on shipments 
routed by way of the Pere Marquette 
R. R. and the Ann Arbor R. R. and 
connections, found not justified and 
ordered canceled. Jan. 22, p. 199. 


Grain transit rules at Buffalo; I. and S. 
761 (39 I. C. C., 580-582). Proposed 
cancellations of transit regulations at 
Buffalo, N. Y., Toledo, Ohio, Detroit, 
Mich., and various other points on 
lines of respondents, on grain when 
originating at stations on the lines of 
certain of the respondents’ western 
connections, found not to have been 
justified. June 17, p. 1280. 

Grain; export grain case; I. and S. 623 
(37 I. C. C., 190-193). Proposed in- 
creased rates on grain, grain prod- 
ucts and by-products from Central 
Freight Association territory and 
certain points in Wisconsin, Iowa, 
Missouri and Kentucky to Atlantic 
ports for export found not justified 
e- - : oe ordered canceled. Jan. 

» Pp. . 


Granby Mining & Smelt Co. vs. A. T. 
& S. F. et al.; case 8202; zinc ore 
(39 I. C. C., 635-636). June 24, p. 1335. 

Grand Rapids, fruits and vegetables 
— see fruits and vegetables; p. 

Greenberg, A. L., Iron Co. vs. C. & E. I. 
et al.; case 7000 (38 I. C. C., 38-39). 
Feb. 86, p. 442. 

Greenbaum, S. J., Co, vs. Southern et 
al.; case 5619 (38 I. C. C., 715-718). 
Complainant not found to have been 
damaged by the imposition of alleged 
unreasonable and unjustly discrimi- 
natory rates on distillers’ dried grain 
in carloads from Midway, Ky., to 
Norfolk and Newport News, Va., Bal- 
timore, Md., and Philadelphia, Pa., 
for export. Rates involved having 
been readjusted by defendants since 
the hearing on a basis satisfactory 
to complainant, complaint dismissed. 
May 6, p. 954. 

Gunderson, Andreas, vs. Gulf & Ship 
Island; case 5901 and others (39 I. C. 
C., 747-752). (1) Under the defend- 
ant’s rules governing the use of its 
wharf at Gulfport, Miss., vessels en- 
gaged in miscellaneous cargo service 
are, for reasons stated in the report, 
given preference in the assignment of 
space for loading over vessels engaged 
in the transportation of solid cargoes 
of lumber or other commodity. The 
complainant’s bark Edderside refused, 
when first requested, to vacate tempo- 
rarily for the benefit of another vessel, 
and for its refusal was denied space 
that later became available, until all 
other waiting vessels had been served. 
This action on the part of the defend- 
ant was not warranted by the rules 
and was unreasonable. The amount of 
the complainant’s damage has not 
been sufficiently established upon this 
record to warrant an award of repar- 
ation. (2) The lawfulness of purpose 
of the defendant’s rules is not defi- 
nitely passed upon in this proceeding, 
in view of the complainant’s inde- 
pendent cause of action arising from 
their improper application. As now 
framed, the rules are indefinite and 
should be revised. They should also 
be filed with the Commission, subject 
to future review, if necessary, upon 
complaint. (3) The record affords an 
unsatisfactory basis for determining 
who is entitled to the refund of de- 
murrage that unreasonably accrued by 
reason of the Edderside’s inability, 
during the period it was denied load- 
ing space, to take the lumber, which 
was the commodity here’ involved, 
from the defendant’s cars. (4) Cases 
held open for 30 days from the date 
of service of report; within which 
the complainants may petition, if 
they desire, for further hearing on the 
option of reparation. June 24, p. 

Hammer, T. B., vs. A. Cc. L. e 
case 7841 (38 I. C. C., 621-622). 
22, p. 836. 

Harness to Oklahoma; I. and S. 616 
(37 I. C. C., 726-729). (1) Proposed 
cancellation of commodity rates on 
harness and saddlery and saddlery 
hardware, from Dallas, Waco, Paris, 
Fort Worth, Little Rock, Fort Smith 
and other points in Texas and Arkan- 
sas, and from Shreveport, La., to 
points in Oklahoma, found to be jus- 
tified, and order of suspension va- 
cated. (2) Harness and saddlery and 
saddlery hardware are less-than-car- 
load articles of high grade, rated in 
the upper classes, and move almost 
invariably at class rates. The cancel- 
lation of the commodity rates will, 
therefore, restore as to that traffic 
the usual basis of charge. It will 
also remove the disadvantage of com- 
peting manufacturers at Kansas City - 
and other points who pay the class 
rates into Oklahoma, certain of whom 
have complained. March 4, p. 473. 


Harrman Vinegar & Pickle Co. vs. C. 
R. I. & P. et al.; case 8052; apples 
(38 I. C. C., 737-738). May 6, p. 952. 

Hay, minimum weights; I. and S. 717 
(39 I. C. C., 167-170). Proposed in- 
crease of carload minimum weights 
for hay shipped from points in the 
Pecos Valley of New Mexico to vari- 
ous destinations in Texas and Louisi- 
ana justified in part. May 20, p. 1053. 

Hayden Bros. Coal Corporation et al. 
vs. D. & S. L. R. R. Co. et al.; cases 
6917, etc. (39 I. C. C., 94-117). Through 
routes and joint rates on soft coal in 
carloads established from Oak - Hills, 


t al.; 
April 
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Colo., and points taking the same. 


rates, to stations in Kansas, Nebras- 

Missouri, Iowa and South Da- 

on the Atchison, Topeka & 

Fe Ry., the Missouri Pacific 

Ry., the Chicago & Northwestern Ry., 

and the Chicago, St. Paul, Minneap- 

olis & Omaha Ry. Section 15 of the 

act precludes the establishment of 

through routes and joint rates via 

the Union Pacific R. R. from Oak 

Hills to stations on the Missouri Pa- 

cific Ry. in Kansas, south of Kan- 
apolis, Kan. May 13, p. 993. 


Heider Mfg. Co. et al. vs. C. G. W. et 


al.; case 7829: (39 I. C. C., 556-558). 
Westbound rates on agricultural im- 
plements from Carroll, Iowa, and on 
iron water rates from Oskaloosa, Iowa, 
to Omaha, Neb., in excess of east- 
bound rates contemporaneously appli- 
cable on the same commodities from 
Omaha to Carroll and to Oskaloosa, 
respectively, not found to have been 
unreasonable or unduly prejudicial. 
Complaint dismissed. June 17, p. 1277. 


Heinz, H. J., Co. vs. Pere Marquette 


et al.; case 7536 and Subs. 1 and 2; 
kraut brine (39 I. C. C., 622-624). 
June 17, p. 1284 


Henderson Cotton Mills vs. L. & N. et 


al.; case 17971; portions of Fourth 
Sect. Aps. 679, 2045, 2138 (39 I. C. C., 
399-406). Upon complaint that rates 
on cotton piece goods from Henderson, 
Ky., to Boston, Mass., Norwich, Conn., 
Providence, R. I., New York, N. Y., 
Baltimore, Md., and other points in 
Trunk Line territory are unreasonabte 
and unjustly discriminatory; Held: 
That the rates complained of are not 
shown to be unreasonable or other- 
wise in violation of the act. Com- 
plaint dismissed. Fourth Section re- 
lief denied. June 10, p. 1222. 


Henderson, Wm., vs. Morgan’s La. & 


Tex. R. R. & S. S. Co. et al.; case 
7856; blackstrap molasses (39 I. C. C., 
483-484). June 17, p. 1267 


Hessig-Ellis Drug Co. et al. vs. L. & N. 


et al.; case 6930 and others; portions 
of Fourth Sect. Aps. 1547, 1548, 1779, 
1952, 20438, 2045, 2523, 3965 (39 I. C. C., 
459-469). (1) Rates from _ various 
points of origin on whisky and beer 
to Memphis, Tenn., and on bottled 
whisky to Helena, Ark., not found un- 
reasonable or unjustly discriminatory, 
except to the extent that joint rates 
on whisky in wood from New York, 
N. Y., and Baltimore, Md., to Mem- 
phis, Tenn., exceeded the aggregates 
of intermediate rates contemporane- 
ously in effect. Reparation awarded 
where joint rates exceeded the ag- 
gregates of intermediate rates. (2) 
Fourth Section Applications for au- 
thority to charge lower rates on beer 
and whisky from New York, N. Y., and 
Baltimore, Md., to Helena, Ark., than 
to —, Tenn., denied. June 17, 


Hettler, “Herman H., Lumber Co. vs. 


A. & V. et al.; case 7843 (38 I. C. C., 
117-118). March 11, p. 524 


Heyser, W. E. Lumber Co. vs. K. & W. 


Va. et al.; case 7522 (37 I. C. C., 
609-610). Jan. 29, p. 260 


Hides to Boston, Mass.; I. and S. 664 


(38 I. C. C., 194-196). Proposed in- 
creased carload rate for the trans- 
portation of green salted hides from 
St. Paul, Minneapolis and Minnesota 
Transfer, Minn., to Boston, Mass., 
and Boston rate points, via Sault Ste. 
Marie, Mich., not justified, and re- 
at to be canceled. March 18, p. 


Hires Condensed Milk Co. et al. vs. P. 


R. R. Co. et al.; case 7027 (38 I. C. C.; 
441-452). Less-than-carload and car- 
load rates applicable under Official 
Classification on condensed and evap- 
orated milk (liquid), in cans, boxed, 
held unreasonable and rates no higher 
than Rule 26, less than carload; and 
fifth class with 36,000-pound mini- 
mum, carload, prescribed for the fu- 
ture. Reparation awarded on less- 
than-carload shipments. April 8, p. 
735, and June 3, p. 1171. 


Holmes & Hollowell Co. vs. G. N. Ry. 


Co. et al.; case 6194 and others (37 
I. C. C., 627-649). (1) Rates on grain 
and other commodities from points in 
Minnesota and adjacent states to Du- 
luth and other stations at the head 
of the lakes taking the same rates 
not shown to be unreasonable or un- 
justly discriminatory. (2) Class rates 
upon certain movements between 
points in Minnesota and points in 
adjacent states not shown to unrea- 


sonable or unjustly discriminatory. 
(3) Rates on anthracite and bitumin- 
ous coal from Duluth and other points 
at the head of the lakes to points in 
Minnesota and adjacent states not 
shown to be unreasonable, but held 
to be unjustly discriminatory. Com- 
plaints dismissed except in so far as 
they involve rates on anthracite and 
bituminous coal, which are reserved 
for further hearing. Feb. 5, p. 298. 


Holverscheid, Henry, & Co. vs. Lehigh 


Valley et al.; case 7882; coal (38 I. C. 
C., 495-496). April 8, p. 743 


Hoops from Chaffee, Mo.; L and S. 


696 (38 I. C. C., 482-484). Proposed 
increased rate on coiled elm hoops 
from Chaffee, Mo., to Thebes, II, 
found not justified and schedules un- 
der suspension ordered canceled. 
April 8, p. 730. 


Hossafous, H. C., vs. P. C. C. & St. L. 


Ry. Co.; case 7265 (37 I. C. C., 575- 

576). Rate charged for the trans- 

portation of two carloads of logs from 

Cambridge City, Ind., to Dayton, 

Ohio, found to have been unreason- 

~~ Reparation awarded. Jan. 29, 
5 


p. 4 
Hottelet & Co. vs. C. & O. Ry. Co. et 


al.; case 6378; part of Fourth Section 
Application 1548 (37 I. C. C., 382- 
383). (1) Rates charged for the 
transportation of brewers’ dried 
grains in carloads from Louisville, 
Ky., to Manassas and Nokesville, Va., 
found not unreasonable. Complaint 
dismissed. (2) Fourth Section ques- 
tion involved decided in Class and 
Commodity Rates from Louisville, 36 
I. Cc. C., 317. Jan. 22, p. 179. 


Houston Packing Co. vs. I. & G. N. Ry. 


Co. et al; case 7552 (37 I. C. C.,, 
584-585). Defendants’ rate for the 
transportation of packing-house prod- 
ucts in carloads from Houston, Tex., 
to New Orleans, La., not found un- 
reasonable or unjustly discriminatory. 
Complaint dismissed. Jan. 29, p. wo 


me igs a J. C., Bros. Co. vs. A. T 


. F. et al.; case 7793 (39 I. C. C., 
672-674). A rate of 80 cents per 100 
pounds from Keokuk, Iowa, to Port- 
land, Ore., and north Pacific coast 
points on shipments of glucose in tank 
cars found just and_ reasonable. 
Reparation awarded for payment of 
.. a in excess thereof. June 24, p. 


Hudson Motor Car Co. vs. P. R. R. et 


al.; storage batteries; case 7586 (38 
I. C._C., 571-572). April 15, p. 792. 


Hunt, F. W., & Co. vs. A. H. Bull S. S. 


Co. et al.; case 8130; hides (38 I. C. 
C., 226-227). March 25, p. 629 


Hunter-Robinson Wenz Milling ‘Co. vs. 


Sst. L. I. M. & S. et al; case 7941; 
oe (38 I. C. C., 695-696). May 6, p. 


Hydraulic Press Brick Co. vs 


ae ae A: 
case 7424; brick (39 I. C. C., 211-212). 
May 27, p. 1096. 


Hygienic Ice Co. vs. C. & N. W. Ry. 


Co. et al.; case 6567 (37 I. C. C., 384- 
388). Complainant seeks reparation 
on certain carload shipments of ice 
from Wisconsin points to various de- 
livery stations in the Chicago, IIl., 
switching district in the full amount 
of switching charges imposed over 
and above the flat Chicago rate; 
Held: (1) That the statute of limita- 
tions has run against claims for any 
amounts in excess of $3 per car, the 
amount claimed on the _ informal 
docket. (2) That complainants, the 
owner of the property transported, is 
the one who has been damaged by 
paying and finally bearing the. trans- 
portation charges found to be unrea- 
sonable and discriminatory and the 
one entitled to reparation. (3) Ship- 
pers may not be heard to demand re- 
dress from the carriers for commer- 
cial losses, assumed for the purpose 
of equalizing transportation costs. 
Jan. 22, p. 180. 


Indiana Veneer & Lumber Co., Inc., vs. 


St. L. I. M. & S. Ry. et al.; case 7476; 
portion of Fourth Section Application 
4219 (37 I. C. C.,‘579-581). (1) Rate 
of 20 cents per 100 pounds for the 
transportation of logs in carloads 
from Haynes, Ark., to Indianapolis, 
Ind., and rate of 23 cents per 100 
pounds from McGehee, Ark., to In- 
dianapolis not shown to have been 
unreasonable. Complaint dismissed. 
(2) Authority to continue rates on 
logs in carloads from Snow Lake, 
Ark., to St. Louis, Mo., which are 
lower than those concurrently appli- 
cable on like traffic from Haynes, 


Ark., and other intermediate points; 
and from Arkansas City, Ark., to St. 
Louis, Mo., and East St. Louis and 
Thebes, lii., which are lower than 
those concurrently applicatle on like 
traffic from McGehee, Ark., and other 
intermediate points denied. Jan. 29, 


p. 258. . 

Indiana Northern Ry.; Second Indus- 
trial Railways case (37 I. C. C., 491- 
496). (1) The Indiana Northern Ry. 
found to be a common carrier with 
which connecting lines may join in 
publishing through rates or to which 
they may grant allowances for inter- 
change switching, although under no 
Obligation to do so. (2) An allow- 
ance for interchange switching great- 
er than $1.50 per car found to be ex- 
cessive. Jan, 29, p. 245. 

Industrial Railway case; in re Muncie 
& Western; case 3373 (38 I. C. C., 510- 
515). Upon rehearing, Held: (1) The 
Muncie & Western R. R. is a common 
carrier with which connecting car- 
riers may participate in joint rates or 
to which they may make allowances 
for switching. (2) The refusal of the 
trunk lines serving Muncie to absorb 
the switching charges of the Muncie 
& Western to and from Ball Bros. 
and Gill Bros., while contemporane- 
eously absorbing the switching 
charges of the Muncie Belt and the 
Lake Erie Belt to and from the same 
industries is unjustly discriminatory, 
in contravention of Section 3 of the 
act. April 15, p. 7865. 

Industrial Railways case, second; West- 
port Stone Co. and Big Four Stone 
Co.; in re allowances to short lines 
of railroad serving industries; case 
4181; cancellation of rates in connec- 
tion with small lines by carriers in 
Official Classification territory; I. and 
S. 414 (38 I. C. C., 316-319). No ob- 
ligation shown to rest upon the Cleve- 
land, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. Louis 
Ry. to switch cars beyond the junc- 
tion points of the tracks of the re- 
spective stone companies and the 
spurs maintained by the railroad. 
April 1, p. 672. - 

Industrial Railways case, second; in re 
allowances to short lines serving in- 
dustries; case 4181; cancellation of 
rates in connection with small lines 
by carriers in Official Classification; 
I. and S. 414; see Chicago, West Pull- 
man & Southern R. R. Co.; see In- 
diana Northern Ry.; see Lorain & 
Southern R. R.; see Chestnut Ridge 
Ry.; * vid Moshassuck Valley R. R.; 


p. 241. 

Industrial Traffic Assn. vs. N. Y. C. 
et al.; case 7513 (37 I. C. C., 607-608). 

International Fuel Co. vs. Spokane In- 
ternational et al.; case 7792 (38 I. C. 
C., 622-623). April 22, p. 836. 

Jan. 29, Pp. 260. 

Iron; cast-iron pipe from N. C. points; 
I. and S. 695 (38 I. C. C., 183-187). 
Proposed increased rate on cast-iron 
pipe in carloads from Charlotte, N. C., 
to Pacific coast terminals found not 
justified, but respondents authorized 
to establish a rate which shall not 
exceed that from Chattanooga, Tenn., 
or Birmingham, Ala., by more than 5 
Pr per 100 pounds. March 11, p. 

Iron and steel from Pacific coast points; 
I. and S. 679 (38 I..C. C., 545-548). 
Proposed increased interstate rates 
on certain iron and steel] articles from 
north Pacific coast points to points 
in Oregon, Washington and Idaho 
found not justified. Schedules under 
a ordered canceled. April 

, Dp. 4 

Iron and steel; rates on iron and steel 
articles from Pittsburgh territory to 
Pacific coast ports; 4th Sec. Ap. 10336 
(38 I. C. C., 237-241). Carriers au- 
thorized to establish rate of 65 cents 
per 100 pounds from Pittsburgh terri- 
tory to Pacific coast ports on all iron 
and steel articles now taking rates 
from Chicago to said ports of 55 cents 
per 100 pounds. March 18, p. 582. 

Iron and steel articles; rates to Spo- 
kane and other points; I and S. 711 
(38 I. C, C., 669-671). Proposed in- 
creased rates on sheet iron and steel, 
No. 12 and lighter, from eastern de- 
fined territories to Spokane; Wash., 
found to be in violation of Fourth 
Section Order No. 124, and therefore 
not justified. Suspended schedules 
ordered canceled. May 6, p. 948. 

Jackson Chamber of Commerce vs. P. 
& R. et al.; case 7092 (38 I. C. C., 
233-236). Complaint that the classifi- 
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cation by defendants of bar steel in 
carloads in the Official Classification 
is unreasonable and that rates for 
transportation of that commodity 
from Pittsburgh and points taking the 
same rate from Niceton, Steelton and 
Reading, Pa., and Youngstown, Ohio, 
to Jackson, Mich., are unreasonable 
and unjustly discriminatory not sus- 
tained. March 18, p. 581. 

Jacobs, A. A., Co. vs. A. T. & S. F. et 
al.; case 7500; women’s hats (39 I. C. 


C., 411-414). June 10, p. 1225. 
Johnson, E. J., vs. A. T. & S. F.; case 
7676 (38 I. C. C., 294-296). Defend- 


ant’s rule under which tickets for 
transportation on the ‘California Lim- 
ited’’ train from Chicago, Ill., to Al- 
buquerque, N. M., were not honored, 
and the assessment of charges for 
transportation on this train from 
Chicago to Albuquerque on the basis 
of the fare from Chicago to Williams, 
Ariz., the first point west of Albu- 
querque to which tickets were hon- 
ored on this train, not found to have 
been unjustly discriminatory. Com- 
plaint dismissed. April 8, p. 721. 
Johnston & Sharpe Mfg. Co. vs. C. R. I. 


& P.; mouse traps; case 7772 (38 I. 
C. C., 343-344). April 1, p. 674. 
Joseph, Isaac, Iron Co. vs. Morgan’s 


La. & Tex. R. R. & S. S. Co. et al.; 
case 6924; Fourth Section Application 
461 (37 I. C. C., 691-592). Joint 
through rate of 30 cents per 100 
pounds on scrap iron from Houston, 
Tex., through New Orleans, La., to 
Chicago, Ill., found to have been un- 
reasonable to the extent that it ex- 
ceeded the sum of the intermediate 
rates contemporaneously in_ effect. 
Fourth section application denied. 
Reparation awarded. Feb. 12, p. 345. 
Joseph Joseph Bros. & Co. vs. Maine 
Central et al.; case 7632 (38 I. C. C., 
719-720). Complaint attacks rates on 
old steel rails and scrap iron from 
various points in Maine and New 
Hampshire to points in Pennsylvania. 
No one familiar with the facts ap- 


peared at the hearing; Held: That 
the evidence offered is incompetent 
May 13, p. 


and complaint dismissed. 

Joseph Joseph Bros. & Co. vs. D. & H. 
et al.; case 8250; old rails (39 I. C. C., 
217-218). May 27, p. 1096. 

Kath, H. F., Co., -Inc., vs. C. R. L & P. 
et al.; case 8239; mussel shells (39 I. 
Cc. C., 613-614). June 17, 1284. 

Keeton, D. M., vs. St. L. S. W. of Tex. 
et al.: case 8219; household goods 
(39 I. C. C., 221-222). Mav 27, p. 1097. 

Kempner, H., vs. M. K. & T. of Texas; 
case 7590 (37 I. C.- C., 396-397). 
Charges collected on five carloads of 
damaged cotton shipped in sacks from 
Greenville, Tex., to Galveston, Tex., 
held not within the jurisdiction of the 
Commission. Jan. 15, p. 130. 

Keystone Wood Co. vs. P. R. R. et al.; 
case 7749 (37 I. C. C., 622-624). Jan. 
29, p. 261. 

Keystone Lumber Co. vs. Bennettsville 
& Cheraw et al.; case 8027 (38 I. C. 
C.. 702-703). May 6. p. 950. 

Kistler, Lesh & Co. vs. A. G. S. et al.; 
case 7846; sulphuric acid (39 I. C. C., 
478-480). June 17, p. 1266. 

Knapp Supply Co. vs. Ohio Hlectric Ry. 
Co.; case 7451 (38 I. C. C., 627-628). 
Provision in defendant’s tariffs for 
the non-acceptance for transportation 
of less than 10.000 pounds of iron pipe 
exceeding ten feet in length found un- 
reasonable. April 29, p. 884. 

Knoxville Overall Co. vs. L. & N.; case 
8092; portion of Fourth Section Ap- 
plication 1952 (39 I. C. C., 320-332). 
(1) Rate of 48 cents charged for the 
transportation of less-than-carload 
shipments of cotton denims from Can- 
ton, Ga., to Knoxville, Tenn.. found 
unreasonable to the extent that it 
exceeded a rate of 39 cents. Repara- 
tion awarded. (2) Defendant’s Fourth 
Section application for authority to 
continue a rate for the transportation 
of cotton denims from Atlanta, Ga., 
to Knoxville, Tenn., lower than the 
rates contemporaneously maintained 
on like traffic from Canton, Ga., and 
other intermediate points, denied. 
May 27, p. 1101. 

Knoxville Traffic Bureau vs. C. N. 0. & 
T. P. Ry. Co. et al.; case 6105; class 
and commodity rates from Knoxville; 
I. and S. 345 (37 I. C. C.. 687-693). 
Present joint rates on classes and 
commodities from Knoxville, Tenn., 

to certain stations on the Cincinnati, 

New Orleans & Texas Pacific Ry. in 





the state cf Kentucky found unrea- 
sonable to the extent that they exceed 
the rates contemporaneously main- 
tained from Chattanooga, Tenn., to 
the same destinations. Feb. 5, p. 315. 
Kornfalfa Feed Milling Co. vs. A: T. & 
S. F. et al.; case 7832 (38 I. C. C., 
307-309). (1) Rate of 25 cents per 100 
pounds charged for the transporta- 
tion of certain carload shipments of 
refuse sirup, in tank cars, from vari- 
ous points in Colorado and Nebraska 
to Kansas City, Mo., not found to 
have been unreasonable. (2) Pro- 


vision of the Chicago, Burlington & | 


Quincy Railroad’s tariff according a 
transit arrangement at Omaha and 
refusing a similar arrangement at 
Kansas mo J found to have been un- 
justly discriminatory. Reparation de- 
nied because damage was not proved. 
April 1, p. 682. 

Kosmos Portland Cement Co. vs. I. C. 
R. R. Co. et al.; case 7433 (37 I. C. C., 
449-452). The present adjustment of 
rates on cement to points in Illinois, 
Indiana and Ohio found to subject 
Kosmosdale, Ky., to undue prejudice 
and disadvantage and to unduly pre- 
fer Sellersburg, Ind., and other points. 
Jan. 22. pv. s 

Kuehne-Chastain Commission Co. et al. 
vs. Green Bay & Western et al.; case 
7611 (38 I. C. C., 87-90). The defend- 
ants’ tariffs, as herein described, in- 
terpreted as removing potatoes from 
the classification rating and sustain- 
ing as lawful throughout the period 
involved the specific commodity rate 
published therein. March 11, p. 519. 

La Crosse Shippers’ Assn. et al. vs. C. 
& N. W. et.al.; case 7248 (38 I. C. C., 
453-463). Upon complaint that the 
interstate class rates from La Crosse, 
Wis., to points in the southern half 
of Minnesota are unreasonable and 
unduly’ discriminatory, Held: (1) 
Such of the rates complained of as 
have been increased since Jan. 1, 
1910, justified. (2) Rates complained 
of which have not been increased 
since Jan. 1, 1910, not shown .to be 
unreasonable. (3) The record shows 
no sufficient reason for the establish- 
ment of proportional rates from La 
Crosse to St. Paul, Minneapolis or 
Minnesota Transfer, Minn. (4) Rec- 
ord not sufficient for final determina- 
tion upon the issue of unjust dis- 
crimination, but held open to permit 
— hearing thereon. April 1, 
p. 685. 

Lafayette (La.) Chamber of Commerce 
vs. A. & V. et al.; case 7136; cement 
(39 I. C. C., 619-621). June 17, p. 
1284. 

Lake and rail rate cancellations; I. and 
S. 709 (38 I. C. C., 201-202). Proposed 
cancellation by certain of the re- 
spondent rail lines of joint rates in 
connection with the Port Huron & 
Duluth Steamship Co. between points 


in trunk line territory and Duluth, 
Minn:, and points south and _ west 
thereof, not justified. March 25, p. 
626. 
Lake routes; rates via _ rail-and-lake 


routes; I. and S. 615 (37 I. C. C., 302- 
344). Proposed increased class and 
commodity rates via _ rail-and-lake, 
lake-and-rail, and_ rail-lake-and-rail 
routes between points in the New 
England and the middle’ Atlantic 
states and the west, found not to 
have been justified. Tariffs required 
to be canceled. Jan. 15, p. 122. 

Lalance and Grosjean Mfg. Co. vs. L. I. 
et al.; case 8283; stamped ware (39 
I. C. C., 637-638). June 17, p. 1284. 

Lamb-Fish Lumber Co. vs. Y. & M. V. 
et al.; case 7217 (38 I. C. C., 278-280). 
Defendants’ rates for the transporta- 
tion of lumber in carloads from 
Charleston, Miss.. to Mobile, Ala., and 
Pensacola, Fla., for export, not found 
to be unreasonable or unjustly dis- 
criminatory. Complaint dismissed 
without prejudice. April 1, p. 667. 

Lehigh Valley Coal Sales Co. vs. Lehigh 
Valley; case 6399 (39 I. C. C., 339-340). 
Reparation on account of services per- 
formed by complainant in connection 
with the transfer of interstate ship- 
ments of coal from open cars to box 
ears at Buffalo, N. Y., denied. June 
10, p. 1217. 

Levering Bros. vs. P. B. & W. et al.: 
case 7822; scrap tin (38 I. C. C., 349- 
350). April 1, p. 674. 

Lindsay & Co.. Ltd., et al. vs. N. P. 

et al.; case 6151 (38 I. C. C., 187-189). 

Charges collected for the transporta- 

tion of grapefruit in straight carloads 





eens | nee ae 
and in carloads mixed with oranges 
from Jacksonville, Fla., to Helena, 
Great Falls, Billings and Butte, Mont., 
found unreasonabie. Reparation 

awarded. March 18, p. 578. 
es ee oy Motor Car Co. et al. vs. 
. C. et al.; case 7194 (38 IL. C. C., 

112-114). March Il, p. 524. 

Long or bulky articles; in re minimum 
charges on articles too long or too 
bulky to be loaded through side door 
of car; case 5239 (38 I. C. C., 257-264). 
Upon further consideration, exception 
is here ordered to the uniform mini- 
mum charge rule applicable to long 
or bulky articles prescribed in the 
original report herein when shipments 
contain articles over 22 feet long and 
not exceeding 12 inches in diameter 
and other dimension. April 1, p. 665. 

Lorain & Southern R. R. Co.; Second 
Industrial Railways case (37 I. C. C., 
497-502). Upon consideration of all 
the circumstances of record; Held: 
That under its present rates and 
practices the Lake Shore & Michigan 
Southern Ry. Co. is giving to the 
Cleveland Stone Co. and its traffic 
an undue and unreasonable prefer- 
ence and advantage and subjecting 
the Ohio Quarries Co. and its traffic 
to an undue and unreasonable preju- 
— and disadvantage. Jan. 29, p. 

Lucey, J. F., Co. vs. A. T. & S. F. et 
al.; case 6585 (38 I. C. C., 264-267). 
Reparation awarded on account of 
overcharges on shipments of wrought- 
iron pipe in carloads from Wheeling, 
W. Va., to Wasco, Cal., and points 
on the Sunset Ry. in California. April 
1, p.. 1. 

Lucke, F. W., & Co. vs. Wabash et al.; 
case 6995 (39 I. C. C., 517-519). 
Switching charges in excess of the 
line-haul charges on brick from Attica, 
Ind., to Harvey, Ill., found to have 
oy unlawfully collected. June 17, p. 

7. 

Ludowici Celadon Co. vs. E. J. & E. et 
al.; case 7710; roofing tile, ete. (39 
I. C. C., 407-409). June 10, p. 1225. 

Ludowici Celadon Co. vs. M. K. & T. et 


al.; case 7465 (37 I. C. C., 709-710). 
Feb. 12, p. 346. 

Lumber between points in Western 
Trunk Line territory; I. and S. 675; 
Northern Pine Mfrs. Ass’n. vs. C. & 


N. W. et al.; case 8142 (38 I. C. C., 
370-377). Proposed increased rate of 
12 cents on lumber and lumber prod- 
ucts from St. Paul, Minneapolis, Du- 
luth, Minnesota Transfer and Still- 
water, Minn., and Ashland, Wis., and 
points taking same rates, to Chicago 


and Chicago rate points justified. 
Formal complaint dismissed. April 
1, p. 676. 


Lumber rates from Newcastle, Cal.; I. 
and S. 645 (37 I. C. C., 596-597). 
Jan. 29, p. 260. 


Lumber and forest products; Black and 
White River Transportation Co. vs. 
M. P. Ry. Co. et al.; case 7682 (37 I. 
C. C., 244-249). The increased through 
charges resulting from the cancella- 
tion by the defendant rail carriers in 
May, 1912, of joint rates in connection 
with the complainant on lumber and 
other forest products taking the same 
rates from landings on the Black and 
White rivers, in Arkansas, to inter- 
state destinations on the defendants’ 
lines, not found justified, and the re- 
establishment of joint rates required. 
Jan. 15, p. 130. 


Lumber rates to eastern cities; I. and 
S. 619 (37 I. C. C., 212-217). Proposed 
increased rates on lumber of all kinds 
from points on the Tremont & Gulf, 
Louisiana & Arkansas, and other lines 
of railway in Louisiana and Arkansas 
to Baltimore, Philadelphia, New York, 
Boston and other eastern destina- 
tions taking the same rates found 
to be justified, and order suspending 
their operation directed to be can- 
celed. Jan. 8, p. 68. 


Lumber from Easton, Wash.; I. and S. 
738 (39 I. C. C., 188-189). May 27, 
p. 1091. 


Lumber to C. M. & St. P. Ry. stations; 
I. and S. 694 (38 I. C..C., 587-590). 
Preposed cancellation of, joint through 
rates on lumber from producing points 
on the Chicago & Northwestern Ry. in 
Minnesota, Wisconsin, and the upper 
peninsula of Michigan to certain points 
on the Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul 
Ry. west of the Mississippi River, 
found not justified. April 22, p. 833. 




















Lumber from Michigan points; I. and 
S. 618 (39 I. C. C., 367-370). WJpon 
rehearing the conclusions stated in 
the former report so modified as to 
permit respondents to readjust rates 
to Toledo in order to eliminate Cer- 
tain inequalities and discriminaticns. 
Proposed increased rates to other 
points found to be not justified and 
the same required to be withdrawn. 
June 17, p. 1265. 

Lumber to Wisconsin points; I. and S. 
647 (37 I. C. C., 198-202). Proposed 
increased rates on lumber in carloads 
from points in Missouri and Arkansas 
to Miiwaukee, Wis., and points im- 
mediately south of Milwaukee, found 
to have been justified. Order of sus- 
pension vacated. Jan. 8, p. 66. 

Mace, G. T., et al. vs. P. R. R..Co. et 
al.; case 7730 (37 I. C. C., 268-273). 
Increased commutation fares on the 
Philadelphia, Baltimore & Washing- 
ton R. R. Co. between Baltimore and 
Washington justified. Jan. 15, p. 115. 

MacGillis & Gibbs Co. vs. Northern Pa- 
cific; case 8090 (38 I. C. C., 633-634). 
April 22, p. 837. 

Major Stave Co. et al. vs. M. D. & G.; 
case 6758 (39 I. C. C., 5738-579). (1) 
Rate of 17% cents per 100 pounds on 
oak and gum staves and heading in 
carloads from Arkadelphia and Ash- 
down, Ark., to Houston, Texas City 
and Galveston, Tex., not found to be 
unreasonable. (2) Charges collected 
for the transportation of certain ship- 
ments of oak staves and heading in 
carloads from Arkadelphia, Ark., to 
Texas City, found unreasonable to the 
extent that they exceeded the charges 
which would have accrued at a rate 
of 17% cents per 100 pounds, and 
reparation awarded. June 17, p. 1278. 

Manufacturers’ and Merchants’ Asso- 
ciation of New Albany et al. vs. Ab- 
erdeen & Asheboro R. R. Co. et al.: 
ease 4338 (37 I. C. C., 350-352). Upon 
reconsideration of the question of 
reparation, conclusion of original re+ 


port herein, denying complainants’ 
right thereto, affirmed. Jan. 22, p. 
173. 


Rutland, Vt.; I. and S. 


Marble from 
(1) Proposed 


637 (88 I. C. C., 12-15). 


increased rate for the transportation 
of marble, sawed, hammered, chis- 
eled or dressed, in carloads, from 


Rutland, Vt., and points taking Rut- 
land rates, to St. Paul, Minn., and 
points taking St. Paul rates, found 
justified. (2) Proposed increased rate 
for like transportation of rough quar- 
ried marble found unlawful as ex- 
ceeding the aggregate of intermedi- 
ate rates subject to the provisions of 
the act. Feb. 19, p. 394. 

Marble, G. B., Co. et al. vs. Lehigh 
Valiey R. R. Co.; case 5917 (37 I. C. 
C., 441-443). Upon complaint that 
rates applying upon anthracite coal 
in carloads from certain collieries in 
the Lehigh coal region of Pennsyl- 
vania to Perth Amboy f. o. b. ves- 
sels for transshipment are unreason- 
able and unjustly discriminatory; 
Held: (1) Reasonable rates for the 
future will be secured complainants 
by the order entered in Rates_ for 
Transportation of Anthracite coal, 25 
I. Cc. G., 220. (2) Following Plymouth 
Coal Co. vs. L. V. R. R. Co., 36 I. C. C., 
140, defendant found to have justified 
its refusal to continue to furnish stor- 
age bins at Perth Amboy, N. J., for 
the free storage of anthracite coal, 
and defendant’s demurrage regula- 
tions governing anthracite coal 
awaiting transshipment at Perth 
Amboy found reasonable. (3) Ques- 
tion of reparation held in abeyance 
for determination in a supplement 
report. Jan. 22, p. 212. 

Marshall and Jefferson, cities of, Texas, 
vs. T. & P. et al.; case 7312; portions 
of Fourth Sect. Applications 629 and 
677 (39 I. C. C., 249-255). On com- 
plaint that the present class and com- 
modity rates to Marshall and Jeffer- 
son, Tex., from points east and north 
thereof, are unreasonable and un- 
justly discriminatory in comparison 
with like rates to Texarkana, Ark.- 
Tex., and Shreveport, La.; Held: (1) 
The class rates from Memphis, Tenn., 
to Marshall and Jefferson are unrea- 
sonable and unjustly discriminatory in 
so far as they exceed rates based on 
the mileage scale prescribed in Mem- 
phis Freight Bureau vs. St. L. I. M. 

& S. Ry. Co., 39 I. C. C., 224. Class 

rates from St. Louis should not ex- 

ceed the rates from Memphis by more 
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than differentials therein named. The 
carriers will be expected to revise 
their commodity rates in harmony 
with the class rates and to accord to 
Marshall and Jefferson commodity 
rates as freely and to the same extent 
as to Texarkana and Shreveport. (2) 
Rat2s from New Orleans and from 
Atlantic seaboard territory via (Gulf 
and rail to Marshall and Jefferson are 
unreasonable to the extent that they 
exceed the aggregates of the interme- 
diate rates based on Shreveport. (3) 
Defendants’ applications for author- 
ity to coniinue to charge lower rates 
to Texarkana and Shreveport on traf- 
fic passing through Marshall and Jef- 
ferson than is charged on like traffic to 
Marshall and Jefferson will be granted, 
provided rates to the intermediate 
points do not exceed those herein pre- 
scribed. (4) Reparation denied. May 
27, p. 1104, and June 3, p. 1154. 

Marshalltown Buggy Co. vs. C. B. & Q. 
et al.; case 8100; buggy bodies (38 I. 
C. C., 634-635). April 29, p. 885. 

Marshalltown Buggy Co. vs. Wabash et 
al.; case 8099; Fourth Sect. Ap. 1948; 
vehicle parts (39 I. C. C., 633-634). 
June 24, p. 1335. 

Matches from Duluth; I. and S. 700 (38 
I. C. C., 103-104). Schedules provid- 
ing for the cancellation of commod- 
ity rates on matches in carloads from 
Duluth, Minn., to various points in 
Arkansas found not justified and re- 
avr to be canceled. March II, p. 
ofc. 

McCaull-Dinsmore Co. vs. C. St. P. M. 

O. et al.; case 8005; shelled corn 
(38 I. C. C., 624). April 29, p. 884. 


McCaull-Dinsmore Co. vs. G. N. et al.; 
case 7727; part of fourth’ section 
av. 296 (38 I. C. C., 292-298). (1) 


Charges collected for the transporta- 
tion of a carload of shelled corn from 
Sioux Center, Iowa, to St. Joseph, 
Mo., found not illegal. Complaint 
dismissed. (2) That portion of Fourth 
Section Application No. 296, filed by 
the Chicago, Burlington & Quincy R. 
R. Co., which asks authority +o con- 
tinue rates on shelled corn from St. 
Paul, Minn., to St. Joseph, Mo., lower 
than rates contemporaneously main- 
tained from Sioux Center and other 
— oo points, denied. April 1, 
p. " 

McCaull-Dinsmore Co. vs. N. P. et al.; 


case 8028; wheat (38 I. C. C., 305- 
306). March 25, p. 632. 

McCormick, C. R.. Co. vs. S. P. Co. et 
al.; case 7091 (37 I. C. C., 234-237). 


The existing relation of rates on lum- 
ber and timber from San Pedro, Cal., 
to points in the state of Arizona in- 
dicates an apparent unlawful dis- 
crimination, but as the present rec- 
ord is inadesuate for a determination 
of the ouestions involved, the case 
bh be further heard. Jan. 15, p. 
a. 

McCullough, S. S., & Co. vs. Gulf & 
Sabine et al.; case 7981: cotton (38 
I. C. C., 541-542). April 22, p. 833. 

McKee & Bliven Button Co. vs. I. C. et 
al.; case 7994; mussel shells (39 I. C. 
C., 627-628). June 17, p. 1284. 


McLean Lumber Co. vs. A. T. & N. Ry. 
et al.; case 6476 (37 I. C. C.. 520-522). 
Rate of 16 cents per 100 pounds 
charged for the transportation of logs 
in carloads from Boyd, Ala., to Chat- 
tanooga, Tenn., found to have been 
unreasonable to the extent that it 
exceeded 13.5 cents per 100 pounds. 
Reparation awarded., Jan. 22, p. 213. 

Meeds Lumber Co. vs. A. C. et_al.; 
ease 6109; transit on lumber (39 I. C. 
C., 337-338). June 10, p. 1217. 

Meeds Lumber Co. vs. A. & V. et al.; 


ease 7314; lumber (38 I. C. C., 679- 
681). May 6, p. 949. 

Meeds Lumber Co. vs. Fernwood & 
Gulf et al.; case 7263 (38 I. C. C.,, 
490). Claim for reparation on cer- 
tain carload shipments of lumber 
from Knoxo, Miss., to Chicago, IIl., 


found to have been abandoned and 
complaint dismissed. April 8, p. 743. 

Meeker & Co. vs. C. R. R. of N. J.; 
ease 7521; coal (38 I. C. C., 333-334). 
April 8. p. 722. 

Melon refrigeration charges; I. and S. 
674 (38 I. C. C., 62-64). 
creased refrigeration charges on ship- 
ments of melons from points on the 
Colorado Midland Ry. in western 
Colorado, and from what are desig- 
nated as the western Colorado and 
Utah groups on the Denver & Rio 
Grande R. ee to destinations 





Proposed in- | 
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throughout the greater part of the 
United: States and Canada, found 
justified. March 11, p. 535. 

Memphis Freight Bureau vs. I. C.; case 
8296; Fourth Sect. Ap. 2045; spokes 
(39 I. C. C., 641-642). June 17, p. 1284. 

Memphis Freight Bureau vs. St. L. I. M. 
& S. et al.; case 6390; Shreveport 
Chamber of Commerce et al. vs. A. 
& V. et al.; case 7250 (39 I. C. C., 224- 
248). (1) Upon complaint of the Mem- 
phis Freight Bureau, in No. 6390, the 
class rates from Memphis to points in 
southern Arkansas and Louisiana 
found to be unjust and unreasonable 
in so far as they exceed <he mileage 


scale herein’ prescribed. (2) Class 
rates from Memphis to _ points in 
southern Arkansas and Louisiana 


found to unjustly discriminate against 
Memphis to the undue preference of 
St. Louis. Appropriate class differ- 
entials Memphis under St. Louis pre- 
scribed. (3) Combinations which 
make lower than through rates should 
not be exceeded, even though the fac- 
tors comprising the combination are 
governed by different classifications. 
(4) Carriers are expected to revise 
their commodity rates in harmony 
with the determination reached in 
regard to class rates. (5) In No. 7250 
the findings in 6390 are adopted with 
respect to the rates from Memphis to 
Shreveport and Alexandria, La.; the 
St. Louis “differentials over Memphis 
on traffic from St. Louis to Shreve- 
port and Alexandria; and the principle 
to be applied under the Fourth Sec- 
tion. In addition, the rates from Kan- 
sas City and from points in defined 
territories and in eastern seadverd 
territory to Shreveport and Alexan- 
dria are considered and passed upun. 
June 3, p. 1146, and May 27, p. 1104. 
Memphis Freight Bureau, for Banning 
Lumber Co. et al., vs. St. L., IL M. 
& S. et al.;: case 7030 (39 I. Cc. C., 
303-311). Upon complaint alleging 
that the rates charged by defendants 
for the transportation of lumber, logs, 
bolts, staves and heading from points 
on their lines in Arkansas and Louisi- 
ana to Memphis, Tenn., are unrea- 
sonable and unduly prejudicial; Held: 
(1) The rates of certain carriers on 
hardwood bolts and pine logs from 
points in Arkansas to Memphis should 
be* revised to conform with rates on 
hardwood logs prescribed in Vanden- 
boom-Stimson Lumber Co. vs. St. L. 
iM. 4&4 & Ry. Ce., 38:.k Cc. Cc. ae. 
(2) The rates on pine and cypress 
lumber to Memphis from points in 
southeastern Arkansas, as compared 
with the rates on hardwood lumber 
from the same points to Memphis, are 
unduly prejudicial. (3) The rates on 
iumber to Memphis from certain sta- 
tions on the Iron Mountain in Arkan- 
sas are in violation of Section 4. (4) 
The rates on lumber to Memphis from 
stations on the line of the Texas & 


Pacific Ry., Fouke, Ark., to Morley, 
La., inclusive, are unreasonable. Rea- 
sonable rates prescribed. (5) With 


the foregoing exceptions the rates ap- 
plied by defendants to the transpor- 
tation of lumber from points in Ar- 
kansas and Louisiana to Memphis 
are just and _ reasonable. (6) The 
rates on lumber between points in 
Arkansas, as compared with the rates 
from Arkansas points to Memphis, 
subject Memphis to undue and un- 


reasonable prejudice and disadvan- 
tage. (7) No reparation will be 
awarded. May 27, p. 1105. 


Memphis, city of, et al. vs. C. R. I. & P. 
et al.; case 7304 (39 I. C. C., 256-286). 


Upon complaint by the Memphis 
Freight Bureau and certain mer- 
chants, manufacturers and_ shippers 


at Memphis that, among other things, 
the interstate, class and commodity 
rates between Memphis and Arkansas 
and Missouri points are unreasonable 
and unduly prejudicial to Memphis in 
favor of Arkansas points, St. Louis 
and East St. Louis; Held: (1) The 
class and commodity rates between 
Memphis and Arkansas points, except 
as herein noted, are reasonable as a 
whole; the maintenance of class and 
commodity rates between points in 
Arkansas lower by more than a rea- 
sonable bridge toll across the’ Missis- 
sippi River than the intersiate class 
and commodity rates between Memphis 
and Arkansas points for similar dis- 
tances results in a relationship un- 
duly prejudicial to Memphis; the ex- 
isting discrimination must cease. (2) 








The class and commodity rates ke- 
tween Memphis and Missouri points 
have not been shown to be unduly 
prejudicial to Memphis when com- 
pared with the class and commodity 
rates between St. Louis ani East 
St. Louis and Missouri points. (3) 
The class and commodity rates be- 
tween Memphis and northeastern Ar- 
kansas points are reasonable as a 
whole; the present class and commod- 
ity rates between St. Louis and East 
St. Louis and northeastern Arkansas 
points are unduly prejudicial to Mem- 
phis. Defendant carriers given 60 
days within which to submit for our 
approval non-discriminatory rates. 
(4) The class and commodity rates 
between Memphis and southern Ar- 
kansas points, such as El Dorado, 
Crossett and Camden, are unduly prej- 
udicial to Memphis except in so far as 
these rates are made upon differen- 
tials under the rates from St. Louis 
and East St. Louis to the same points 
in accordance with the differential 
scale prescribed in Memphis Freight 
Bureau vs. St. L. I.-M. & S. Ry. Co., 
39 I. C. C., 224. (5) The rates on cot- 
ton from Arkansas and Missouri 
points -to Memphis are unduly preju- 
dicial to Memphis in so far as they 
exceed rates made on a differential 
of 10 cents per 100 pounds under the 
rates to St. Louis and East St. Louis 
contemporaneously in effect. (6) The 
practices of the defendant carriers in 
granting certain conceatration, cwvin- 
pression and reconsignment privileges 
at Arkansas points, St. Louis and 
East St. Louis, while refusing such 
privileges at Memphis, are unduly 
prejudicial to Memphis, except as 
herein noted. (7) The practices of 
the defendant carriers of making free 
delivery of cotton to warehouses and 
compresses at Arkansas points and 
East St. Louis, while refusing to make 
such free delivery at Memphis, are not 
unduly prejudicial to Memphis. (8) The 
rates on rough rice from Arkznsas 
stations to Memphis are unreasonable 
and unduly prejudicial to Memphis in 
favor of Arkansas points; reasonable 
rates prescribed for the future. (9) 
The bridge tolls of the Kansas City 
& Memphis Ry. & Bridge Co. between 
Memphis and Hopefield, Ark., have 
not been shown to be unreasondble. 
(10) Complaint that “sundry rules, 
regulations and exceptions to classiti- 
cations, etc., in effect over the lines 
of the defendant carriers’’ between 
stations in Arkansas and between sta- 
tions in Missouri are unduly prejudi- 
cial to Memphis in favor of the Ar- 
kansas and Missouri points, dismissed. 
Final order affirming the reasonable- 
ness of the present interstate class 
and commodity rates, except as here- 
in noted, and requiring the discontin- 
uance of the discrimination against in- 
terstate commerce, held in abeyance 
to permit, within a period of 30 days 
from the service of this report, ap- 
plications for further hearing and ar- 
gument by.any interested party deem- 
ing itself prejudiced by the order 
forecast herein. May 27, p. 1104, and 
June 3, p. 1156. 

Merchants’ and Manufacturers’ Associa- 
tion Freight Bureau vs. A. C, L. et 


al.; case 6404 (38 I. C. C., 516). April 
15, p. 786. 
Merchants’ Produce Co. vs. Oregon- 


Washington R. R. & Nav. Co. et al.; 
case 7171 (38 I. C. C., 209-212). March 
18, p. 580. 
Meridian Grain & Elevator Co. vs. A. 
& V. et al.; case 7978 (38 I. Cc. C., 
478-481). Refusal of defendants to 
establish and maintain transit ar- 
rangements at Meridian, Miss., on 
cottonseed cake and meal shipped to 
that point from points in various 
states, there to be ground, graded 
and sacked and shipped to various 
interstate destinations not found un- 
justly discriminatory or otherwise in 
violation of the act. Complaint dis- 
missed. April 8, p. 741. 
Merriam & Millard Co. et al. vs. C. & 
A. et al.; case 7880; coarse grain, etc. 
. C. C., 485-486). June 17, p. 


L. HB. et al.; case 7798 (38 I. C. C., 
345-346). April 1, p. 674. 

Michigan Paper Mills Traffic Associa- 
tion et al. vs. A. & V. et al.; case 
6625 (38 I. C. C., 517-529). Upon com- 


plaint that the rates on paper from 
complainants’ 


mills in Michigan to 


Mission Brewing Co. vs. A. T 
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various destinations are unreasonable 
and unduly prejudicial, especially 
when compared with the rates from 
mills in Wisconsin to the same desti- 
nation; Held: (1) The evidence fails 
to show that the rates to Chicago, 
Ill., to Illinois territory generally, to 
Western Trunk Line territory, or to 
trans-Missouri territory are unrea- 
sonable or unduly prejudicial. (2) 
Rates from complainants’ mills to 
Oklahoma City, Okla., are 2 cents per 
100 pounds higher than the combina- 
tion on Chicago or St. Louis, and 
these rates should be corrected so as 
not to exceed such combinations. (3) 
Rates to New Orleans, La., found to 
be unjustly discriminatory are_ re- 
quired to be readjusted. (4) Joint 
rates from Wisconsin mills to Nash- 
ville, Tenn., should be canceled, al- 
lowing the traffic to move on the 
Ohio River combination. (5) Read- 
justment of rates on paper from New 
England and northern New York, ap- 
proved in Official Classification Rates 
on Paper, 38 I. C. C., 120, seems to 
require a readjustment of rates from 
Wisconsin mills to Central Freight 
Association points, which should be 
made promptly. (6) Less-than-car- 
load rates from complainants’ mills 
not found unreasonable or unduly 
prejudicial. April 15, p. 787. 

Millar, A. Q., trustee, vs. Eastern Ky. 
et al.; second-hand articles; case 
7947 (38 I. C. C., 573-575). April 15, 


p. 792. 

Miller Elevator Co. vs. F. & V. Ry. Co.; 
grain; case sag I. C. C., 224-225). 
March 25, p. % 

Milliken Refining Co. vs. M. K. & T. 
Ry. Co.; case 6295 (37 I. C. C., 295- 
296). Rate of 29 cents per 100 pounds 
for the transportation of refined pe- 
troleum and its products in carloads 
from Vinita, Okla., to Windsor, Mo., 
found to have been unreasonable to 
the extent that it exceeded 17 cents. 
Reparation awarded. Jan. 15, Pp. 129. 

Milwaukee, City of, vs. C. M. & St. P. 
et al.; case 6446 (39 I. C. C., 363-366). 
Upon complaint by the city of Milwau- 
kee that the rates on anthracite 
coal in carloads from Pennsylvania 
mines to Milwaukee are unreasonable 
and unduly discriminatory; Held: 
(1) That neither the rates all-rail nor 
those via the car ferries across Lake 
Michigan have been shown to be un- 
reasonable or to discriminate unduiy 
against Milwaukee. (2) That the 
across-lake rate for local delivery at 
Milwaukee, which is 25 cents higher 
than the proportional across-lake rate 
to Milwaukee on traffic destined be- 
yond, has not been shown to discrimi- 
nate unduly against Milwaukee. Com- 
plaint dismissed. June 10, p. 1218. 


- Minneapolis Threshing Machine Co. vs. 
M. & St. 


. L. R. R. Co. et al.; cases 
6160 and others (37 I. C. C., 92-97). 
Complainant manufactures agricul- 
tural implements at Hopkins, Minn., 
and ships them to points in Central 
Freight Association territory and to 
Canada. On complaints involving the 
reasonableness of the rules with re- 
spect to minimum carload weights on 
shipments of separators and other im- 
plements to points in Ohio and to 
Winnipeg, Manitoba; Held: (1) That 
the through charges collected by de- 
fendants on shipments of agricultural 
implements from Hopkins, Minn., to 
points in Central Freight Association 
territory were ynlawful in that they 
exceeded the aggregates of the inter- 
mediate charges based on Peoria, IIl. 
Reparation awarded. (2) That the 
charges collected on a shipment from 
Minneapolis, Minn., to Winnipeg, 
Manitoba, which moved in July, 1913, 
were unreasonable to the extent. that 
they exceeded the charges that would 
have accrued if the “two for one’’ 
rule had been applicable. Reparation 
awarded. Jan. 1, p. 11. 


" Minnesota & Ontario Power Co. vs. C. 


St. P. M. & O. et al.; case 7802; news 
print paper (39 I> C. C., 481-482). June 
17, p. 1266. 

& Ss. F 


et al.; case 7085 (38 I. C. C., 171- 
173). (1) Rates on beer in carloads 
from San Diego, Cal... to points on 


_the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Ry. 


in Arizona and New Mexico not 
shown to be unreasonable or unjustly 
discriminatory. (2) Joint through 
rates from San Diego to points on the 
line of the Southern Pacific Co. and 





its connections in Arizona and New 
Mexico, and to El Paso, Tex., should 
be established, and parties should 
ope, upon specific rates. March 18, 


p. n 

Missouri Public Service Commission et 
al. vs. Wabash et al.; case 6987 and 
others (37 I. C. C., 297-301). Rates 
for the transportation of apples in 
carloads from points in a producing 
region in the valley of the Missouri 
River, lying for the most part be- 
tween Omaha, in the state of Ne- 
braska, and Kansas City, in the state 
of Missouri, to various points north, 
east and southeast, with the excep- 
tion of rates to Sioux City, Iowa, 
found not to be unreasonable or un- 
justly discriminatory; except that the 
rates to that station are found to be 
—“ discriminatory. Jan. 22, p. 


Mitchell Coal & Coke Co. vs. P. R. R.; 
case 5922 (38 I. C. C., 40-50). (1) The 
service over private tracks from the 
mines and coke ovens of shippers to 
the rails of the carrier is neither com- 
pelled nor prohibited by statute or at 
common law; but whichever course 
the carrier pursues the statutory in- 
hibition of unjust discrimination and 
unreasonable preference or advan- 
tage must be observed. (2) When 
the carrier employs a shipper to per- 
form this service for it, if the com- 
pensation is excessive, the shipper 
obtains an unreasonable preference 
and advantage in violation of the reg- 
ulating statute. (3) The allowance 
paid the defendant here to the 
competitors of the complainant was 
unreasonable and unlawful to the ex- 
tent that it exceeded 8 cents per ton. 
March 4, p. 474. 

Moore-Seaver Grain Co. et al. vs. U. 
P. et al.; case 7223; corn and oats 
(38 I. C. C., 682-684). May 6, p. 949. 

Moreland Motor Truck Co. vs. S. P. 
A. & S. L. et al.; case 7571 (38 I 
C., 292-293). Rate established by de- 
fendants for the transportation of 
wooden motor truck wheels, without 
hubs, in carloads, from Newark, N. 
J., and Jackson and Lansing, Mich., 
to Los Angeles, Cal., found to have 
been unreasonable to the extent that 
it exceeded the rate contemporane- 
ously applicable to wagon wheels in 
the white, ironed or not ironed, which 
rate is prescribed as maximum for 
the future, subject to a minimum 
melent of 30,000 pounds. April 1, p. 


te 
Rok 


Moshassuck Valley R. R.; Second In- 


dustrial Railways case (37 I. C. C., 
566-570). -(1) Upon the facts of rec- 
ord the present divisions of through 
rates accorded the Moshassuck Yal- 
ley R. R. found not excessive. (2) 
Giving lone-time credit to proprietary 
industries constitutes an unlawful 
concession and an unjust discrimina- 
tion against shippers who ordinarily 
are required to pay their freight 
charges promptly. Jan. 29, p. 250. 


— Pleasant Fertilizer Co. vs. N. O. 


. E. et al.; case 6340; parts of 
Fourth Section Applications 799, 2138, 
602, 1548, 461, 458, 1952 (38 I. c. C., 
602-611). (1) Carload rates on fer- 
tilizer from Mount Pleasant, Tenn., 
to various destinations in Kentucky, 
Alabama and Mississippi considered 
and the rates to certain destinations 
found to have been unreasonable. 
Reparation awarded. (2) Fourth Sec- 
tion relief denied. April 29, p. 881. 


Muncie & Western R. R. Co., in re; 


see Industrial Railway; p. 785. 


Munroe Grocery Co. vs. N. Y. N. H. & 


H, et al.; shells and cartridges (39 
I. C. C., 561-562). June 17, p. 1278. 
Mutual Rice Trade & Development 


Ass’n. vs. I. & G. N. et al.; case 6588 
(39 I. C._C., 149-152). (1) Carload 
rates on domestic brewers’ rice from 
Houston, Tex., to various points in 
Central Freight Association territory 
and to points in Illinois, which are 
certain differentials over the rates on 
domestic brewers’ rice from New Or- 
leans, La., to the same points, not 
found unduly prejudicial to Houston. 
(2) Where rates on imported brew- 
ers’ rice from Galveston, Tex., to 
Chicago, Ill., Indianapolis, Ind., or 
other interior points are more than 
6 cents lower than rates on imported 
brewers’ rice from New York to the 
same points, it is unjustly discrimi- 
natory to charge higher rates on do- 
mestic than on import shipments 

















Nashville Tie Co. 





from Galveston or Houston. Import 
and Domestic Rates, 36 I. C. C., 389. 
(3) An increase of 5 cents per 100 
pounds in the rate on clean rice from 
(Houston to north Pacific coast points, 
effective Feb.)1, 1914, found justified. 
May 20, p. 1048. 


Mutual Oil Co. vs. A. T. & S. F. Ry. 


Co.; case 6846 (38 I. C. C., 591-592). 
Rate charged for interstate transpor- 
tation of refined petroleum from Cof- 
feyville and Niotaze, Kan., to Supe- 
rior, Neb., found to have been unrea- 
sonable. Reparation awarded in view 
of the special conditions shown of 
record. April 22, p. 834, 


Mutual Oil Co. vs. C. B. & Q, et al; 


case 7849 (38 I. C. C., 221-223). Rates 
for the transportation of petroleum 
and certain of its products in carloads 
from Cowley, Wyo., to Highwood and 
Coffee Creek, Mont., found to have 
been unreasonable. Reasonable rates 
prescribed for the future and repara- 
tion awarded. March 25, p. 628. 

vs. L. & N.; case 
7745; ties (38 I. C. C., 689-690). May 
6, p. 949 


National League of Commission Mer- 


chants of U. S. et al. vs. A. C. L. et 
al.; case 8129 (39 I. C. C., 563-566). 
Estimated weight of 12) pounds per 
standard crate for shipments of cab- 
bages from Coleman aad Sumterville, 
Fla., to New York, N. Y., found un- 
reasonable, and reasonable estimated 
weight prescribed, for the _ future. 
Reparation awarded. June 14, p. 1236. 


National Clay Works vs. M. & St. L.:; 


case 7839 (38 I. C. C., 353-354). De- 
murrage charges at Mason City, Iowa, 
on thirteen carloads of coal shipped 
from Panama and Harrisburg, IIl., 
found to have been assessed unlaw- 
fully. Reparation awarded. April.1, 
p. 675 


National Dock & Storage Warehouse 


Co. vs. Boston & Maine R. R.; case 
7595; terminal regulations at Boston; 
I. and S. 662 (38 I. C. C., 643-657). 
(1) Defendant’s' practice absorbing 
switching charges of connecting lines 
to and from Commonwealth pier while 
refusing to absorb switching charges 
of connecting lines to and from com- 
plainant’s dock found unduly prejudi- 
cial. (2) Proposed discontinuance of 
absorptions of switching charges of 
connecting lines to and from Common- 
wealth pier and of wharfage charges 
ss said pier, justified. April 22, p. 


National Petroleum Ass’n. et al. vs. 


. T. & S. F. et al.; case 7835 (38 
I. C. C., 65-72). Upon complaint al- 
leging that the requirement that tank 
ears employed in transporting inflam- 
mable liquids shall be subjected to an 
interior cold-water pressure test of 
60 pounds per square inch is unrea- 
sonable, unnecessary and operates to 
the injury of complainants; Held: (1) 
That the primary purpose of the test, 
prescribed after an extended investi- 
gation, is to insure, in a measure, 
the strength and stability demanded 
of containers employed in the trans- 
portation of these inherently danger- 
ous commodities. (2) That the pre- 
scribed degree of the pressure test 
represents the best judgment of ex- 
perienced tank-car builders and tech- 
nical experts, and is more reliable 
and contributes to a greater degree 
of safety than would a less rigorous 
test.~-(3) That the rule is a regula- 
tion of the use of instrumentalities 
of commerce employed in a danger- 
ous service, and, being otherwise rea- 
sonable, does not, because of thé 
fact that it entails some expense 
upon the owners and operators of 
tank cars, impose an unjust burden 
upon them. Complaint dismissed. 
March 11, p. 513. 


National Petroleum Ass’n. vs. A. T. & 


. F. Ry. Co. et al.; case 6750 and 
others (37 I. C. C., 287-294. Upon 
complaints that defendants have col- 
lected, or seek to collect, charges 
based on rates higher than their pub- 
lished rates applicable to petroleum 
tailings in carloads shipped from oil 
refineries in the state of Kansas, and 
from an oil refinery at Vinita, in the 
state of Oklahoma, to East St. Louis, 
Granite City, and Chicago, Ill., East 
Chicago and Gary, Ind., and Racine 
and Milwaukee, Wis.; Held: That 
the published rates on petroleum 
tailings were lawfully applicable to 
the shipments involved and that re- 
fund of overcharges will be ordered 
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On proper showing. Waiver of cer- 
tain undercharges outstanding au- 
thorized. Jan. 15, p. 120. 


National Pickle & Canning Co. vs. C. B. 


& Q.; case 8017; pickles, catsup and 
anne, I. C, C., 629-630). June 17, 
Pp. le 


National Pickle & Canning Co. vs. C. 


M. & St. P. Ry. Co.; case 7633 (37 L 
C. C., 403-404). Rates charged for 
the transportation of pickles in car- 
loads, in cases, casks or barrels, from 
New Lisbon, Wis., to Chicago, IIl., 
found to have been unjustly discrimi- 
a Reparation denied. Jan. 22, 
p. 4 


National Rolling Mills Co. vs. C. & E. I. 


et al.; case 6916; Fourth Section Ap- 
plication 2045 (38 I. C. C., 108-111). 
(1) Rate of 22 cents per 100 pounds on 
bar iron in carloads from Vincennes, 
Ind., to Hopkinsville, Ky., not found 
to have been unreasonable. Com- 
plaint dismissed. (2) Authority 
granted to applicant Illinois Central 
R. R. Co. to charge a lower rate for 
the transportation of bar iron from 
Evansville, Ind., when from beyond, 
to Nashville, Tenn., than the rates 
concurrently in effect on like traffic 
to Hopkinsville and other intermedi- 
ate points granted. Maximum rates 
to apply at intermediate points pre- 
— for the future. March 11, p. 


Navassa Guano Co. vs. C. M. & St. P. 


et al.; case 6901 (39 I. C. C., 171-172). 
Original decision that a claim for 
reparation filed more than two years 
after the date on which the shipment 
was delivered, including the date of 
delivery, was barred by the statute 
of limitations, affirmed on rehearing 
ont complaint dismissed. May 20, p. 
053. 


Nesting rule in Official Classification; 


- and S. 356 (37 I. C. C., 477-481). 
Rule relating to the nesting of arti- 
cles recommended by the Committee 
on Uniform Classification slightly 
amended and with certain exceptions 
authorized for use in Official, South- 
ern and Western Classification terri- 
tories. <A few articles that cannot 
conform to the restrictions surround- 
ing a recognized practice should not 
prevent establishment of a uniform 
general rule. Ratings on such arti- 
cles should be treated separately. 
Jan. 22, p. 210. 


New Monarch Machine & Stamping Co. 


vs. Indiana Harbor Belt R. R. Co. et 
al.; case 7580 (37 I. C. C., 589-590). 
Rates charged for the transportation 
of straight iron rods, round, with 
threaded ends, from Indiana Harbor, 
Ind., to Des Moines, Iowa, not found 
unreasonable or unjustly discrimina- 
tory. Complaint dismissed. Jan. 29, 
Pp. 260. 

New Orleans Joint Traffic Bureau Vs. 
A. & S. Ry. Co. et al.; case 7437 (37 
I. C. C., 444-448). (1) Difference of 
13 cents per 100 pounds between the 
import rate on burlap in carloads and 
the domestic rate on burlap bags in 
carloads from New Orleans, La., to 
Dallas, Tex., found unduly prejudicial 
to shippers of the latter commodity 
and a maximum difference of 5 cents 
prescribed. (2) Record insufficient 
to justify a finding as to the reason- 
ableness of the present rates on bur- 
lap bags in carloads and in less than 
carloads from New Orleans to Dallas. 
Jan. 22, p. 189. 

New Orleans Joint Traffic Bureau vs. 
Morgan’s La. & Tex. R. R. & S. S. 
Co. et al.; case 7561 (38 I. C. C., 11- 
12). Commodity rates maintained by 
defendants on numerous articles from 
New Orleans, La., to Orange, Beau- 
mont, Houston and Galveston, Tex., 
and points taking the same rates not 
found to be unreasonable or unjustly 
discriminatory. Complaint dismissed. 
Feb. 26, p. 437. 

Nona Mills Co., Ltd., vs. K. C. S. et al.; 
case 8086 (39 I. C: C., 125-131). Joint 
rates on lumber from Leesville, La., 
by way of the Kansas City Southern 
Railway and the Gulf, Colorado & 
Santa Fe Railway, to points on the 
lines of the Santa Fe system, in the 
states of Texas and Oklahoma, found 
to be unjustly discriminatory to the 
extent that they exceed the rates 
contemporaneously maintained from 
points on the lines of the Gulf, Colo- 
rado & Santa Fe, in Louisiana, to the 

same points. May 13, p. 1000. 
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North State Lumber Co. vs. Southern 
et al.; case 7481; lumber (39 I. C. C., 
409-410). June 10, p. 1225. 

Northern Colorado Coal Co. vs. C. W. 
& E. et al.; case 7830 (38 I. C. C., 
73-18). The complainant alleges that 
the defendants’ rates on soft coal 
from Coalmont, Colo., to points on 
their lines in Colorado, Wyoming, Ne- 
braska and Kansas are unreasonable 
and unjustly discriminatory, as com- 
pared with the rates to the same 
destinations from Hanna, Wyo. It 
further alleges that no joint rates are 
published from Coalmont to stations 
on the lines of some of the defend- 
ants while such joint rates are pub- 
lished from Hanna to these stations, 
and that the complainant is thereby 
subjected to unjust discrimination; 
Held: (1) That the rates from Coal- 
mont are not shown to be unreason- 
able per se; (2) that the rates from 
Coalmont are shown to be unjustly 
discriminatory to the extent that 
they exceed by more than 25 cents 
per net ton the rates contemporane- 
ously maintained from Hanna; (3) 
that defendants should’ establish 
through routes and joint rates from 
Coalmont to stations on the Chicago 
& Northwestern Ry., the Colorado, 
Kansas & Oklahoma R. R., the Mis- 
souri Pacific Ry., and the Chicago, 
St. Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha Ry. 
March 11, p. 515. 

Northern Pine Mfrs. Ass’n. vs. C. & N. 
W. et al.; see lumber between points 
a Western Trunk Line territory; p 

Ocean and rail rates to Charlotte, N. C.; 
I. and S. 713 (38 I. C. C., 405-410). 
Proposed cancellation of ocean-and- 
rail class and commodity rates from 
eastern seaboard territory and inte- 
rior eastern points to Charlotte, N. 
C., through the port of Charleston, S. 
C., found justified. April 8, p. 723. 


Oden-Elliott Lumber Co. vs. Southern; 
lumber; case 7883 (38 I. C. C., 304- 
305). April 1, p. 671. 


Oden-Elliott Lumber Co. vs. A. B. & 
A. et al.; case 7952 (37 I. C. C., 717- 
718). Feb. 12, p. 346. 


Oden and Elliott vs. S. A. L. Ry. et al.; 
cases 698 and 707, Sub. Nos. 215 and 
541 (37 I. C. C., 345-350). Following 
the principles announced in Nicola, 
Stone & Myers Co. vs. L. & N. R. R. 
Co., 14 I. C. C., 199, claims for 
reparation on shipments of yellow- 
pine lumber. from points in Alabama 
and Mississippi to various destina- 
tions, based on the Commission’s de- 
cisions in Central Yellow Pine Assn. 
vs. I. C. R. R. Co., and Tift vs. S. 
Ry. Co., 10 I. C. C., 505 and 548, 
denied except as to certain ship- 
ments upon which complainants bore 
the charges for the transportation. 
Jan, 22, p. 2 

Oklahoma, Corporation Commission of, 
et al. vs. A. T. & S. F. et al.; case 
7490 (38 I. C. C., 33-37). At the pres- 
ent time the Santa Fe, which serves 
with its own rails the wheat fields of 
Oklahoma and the port of Galveston, 
Tex., does not participate with its 
connections in through routes and 
joint rates on wheat moving to Lou- 
isiana ports for export. Traffic to 
those ports involves a haul over two 
or more lines. Upon the facts shown 
of record the Santa Fe lines are di- 
rected to establish from producing 
points thereon in the wheat fields: of 
Oklahoma through routes and joint 
rates to New Orleans, La., that shall 
not exceed by, more than: 5 cents per 
109 pounds the rates in .effect at the 
same time from the same, points of 
origin to Galveston, Tex. Feb. 26, p. 

Oklahoma Cottonseed Crushers’ Ass’n. 
vs. M. K. & T. et al.; case 7026; same 
vs. A. T. & S. F. et al.; case 7648 
(39 L C. C., 497-512). Findings in 
original report, 35 I. C. C.,. 94, that 
the rates on cottonseed oil-from Okla- 
homa producing points te Kansas 
City, Mo., and on cottonseed cake, 
meal and hulls from the same produc- 
ing points to points in other states 
are unjust, unreasonable and unjus!ly 
discriminatory adhered to;: milerge 
schedules of maximum rates proposed 
therein revised; and the revised 
schedules prescribed as just and rea- 
sonable maxima for the future. June 
24, p. 1329. 

Oklahoma Fuel Co. vs. Fort Smith, Po- 
teau & Western et al.; coal; case 








gy I. C. C., 576-578). April 15, 


p. ; 
Oklahoma Fuel Co. vs. M. K. & T. of 


Tex. et al.; coal; case 8018 (38 I. C. 
C., 585-586). April 15, p. 793. 

Oklahoma Traffic Assn. et al. vs. A. T. 
& S. F. et al.; case 7417 (38 I. C. C., 
392-398). (1) Rates charged for the 
transportation of soda ash in carloads 
from Hutchinson, Kan., and soda ash, 
caustic soda and silicate of soda in 
carloads, from St, Louis, Mo., and 
certain points east of the Mississippi 
River to Oklahoma City, Okla., found 
unreasonable and reasonable rates 
prescribed for the future. Repara- 
tion awarded. (2) Defendants re- 
quired to provide for the transporta- 
tion of mixed carloads of soda ash 
and caustic soda at the highest rate 
and minimum applicable to either 
commodity. April 1, p. 679. 

OiL fuel; in re filing with the I. C. C. 
divisions of joint rates applicable to 
railway fuel coal; case No. 52, ex 
parte (38 I. C., 169-170). (1) Carriers 
using fuel other than coal required 
to file their divisions of joint rates on 
such fuel in the transportation of 
which they participate and are re- 
quired, when changes are made in 
such divisions, to file a statement of 
facts relied upon as justification of 
such changes. A supplemental gen- 
eral order will issue under the provi- 
sions of Section 6. (2) Inquiries con- 
cerning certain features of the order 
in this proceeding, with respect, to 
which carriers are in doubt, an- 


swered. March 18, p. 577. 
Omaha Alfalfa Milling Co. vs. Union 
Pacific; case 7838 (38 I. C. C., 361- 


352). Rate of 14 cents per 100 pounds 
charged for the interstate transpor- 
tation of carloads of alfalfa meal from 
Kearney, Neb., to East Omaha, Neb., 
found unjustly discriminatory, but as 
there is no proof of damage, com- 
plaint is dismissed. April 1, p. 675. 
Ome2ha Grain Exchange vs. M. & O. R. 
R. Co. et al.; case 7056 (37 J. C. C., 
363-364). Rates on blackstrap mo- 
lasses from Mobile, New Orleans and 
other points in Louisiana to Omaha 
.not shown to have been unreasunable. 
Reparation denied. Jan. 22, p. 176. 
Omaha Packing Co. vs. C. M. & St. P. 
Ry. Co. et al.; case 6212 (37 I. C. C., 
378-381). Between Jan. 12, 1913, and 
April 6, 1913, the rate charged for 
the transportation of live hogs, in 
carloads, from points in Iowa on the 
Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Rail- 
way to complainant’s plant at Chi- 
cago, Ill., was .he Chicago rate plus 
a $6 switching charge imposed by the 
Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Rail- 
road. On April 6, 1913, the Milwau- 
kee provided for the absorption of $4 
of the switching charge, which provi- 
sion is still in effect; Held: That the 
present rate to complainant’s plant 
is just and reasonable, but that the 
previous” rate was unreasonable. 
Reparation awarded on the basis of 
the present rate. Jan. 22, p. 178. 


Orgill Bros. & Co. vs. N. C. & St. L. 
et al.; case 8151; dog irons (39 I. C 
C., 513-514). June 10, p. 1236. 


Osceola Mill & Elevator Co. vs. Soo 
Line et al.; case 7578 (38 I. C. C., 
335-336). April 1, p. 674. 

Pacific Bridge Co. vs. S. S. & P.: case 
8036; stone paving blocks (38 I. C. C., 
732). May 13. p. 993. 

Pacific Motor Supply Co. vs. A. T. & 
S. F. et al.; case 6812 (37 I. C. C., 
703-706). Feb. 12, p. 345. 

Paducah Board of Trade vs. C. B. & Q. 
et al.; case 7737 (37 I. C. C.. 743-759). 
(1) The class and commodity rates 
from points in Central Freight Asso- 
ciation territory and Western Trunk 
Line territory to points in western 
Tennessee made by combination on 
Paducah, Ky., are unjustly discrimi- 
natory to the extent that they exceed 
the rates constructed by combination 
on Cairo, Ill. (2) The through rates 
on grain from. points in Central 
Freight Association territory and 
Western Trunk Line territory to 
points in Carolina territory, south- 
eastern territory and Mississippi Val- 
ley territory, with the opportunity of 
milling in transit or handling at Pa- 
ducah, are unjustly discriminatory to 
the extent that they exceed the 
through rates via Cairo with the op- 
portunity of milling or handling in 
transit at that point. (3) The evi- 


dence of record does not warrant a 
finding that a uniform bridge arbi- 
trary of 1 cent per 100 pounds on all 


Paper; 
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classes and commodities should be 
established at the Cairo and Padu- 
eah crossings. Findings in previous 
eases to the effect that the rates 
through the various crossings should 
be so constructed as to avoid unjust 
a affirmed. 
387. 

Paducah Board of Trade vs. Abilene & 
Southern et al.; case 7738 (37 I. C. C., 
760-767). In constructing their class 
and commodity rates from the terri- 
tory east of the Mississippi River to 
points in Arkansas, Oklahoma, Lou- 
isiana and Texas the defendants have 
placed Paducah, Ky., in ‘‘Nashville 


territory” and Cairo, Ill., in “St. 
Louis territory,’’ the rates from the 
former territory being materially 


higher than the rates from the lat- 
ter; Held: That the present adjust- 
ment gives the manufacturers and 
jobbers located at Cairo an undue 
advantage over their Paducah com- 
petitors. Defendants required to es- 
tablish class and commodity rates 
from Paducah to points in the south- 
west not in excess of those contempo- 
raneously in effect from Cairo to the 
same points. Feb. 19, p. 392. 


Paducah Board of Trade vs. I. C. R. R. 


Co. et al.; case 7736 (37 I. C. C., 719- 
725). Upon complaint that the rates 
on logs and lumber to Paducah, Ky., 
from points in Louisiana and Arkan- 
sas are unreasonable and unjustly 
discriminatory, as compared with the 
rates from the same producing terri- 
tory to Cairo, Ill.; Weld: (1) The 
rates to Paducah are shown to be 
unreasonable. (2) The rates to Pa- 
ducah are shown to be unjustly dis- 
criminatory, as compared with the 
rates to Cairo. Defendants required 
to establish joint rates to Paducah 
via either Cairo, Il., or Memphis, 
Tenn., not in excess of the rates con- 
temporaneously maintained to Cairo. 
Findings in Paducah Board of Trade 
‘s. Ce 2 ee Pk. C. a 
affirmed. Feb. 12, p. 346. 


Panama Canal Act; applications under; 


see boat line control. 


Official Classification rates on; 
I. and S. 644 and others (38 I. C. C., 
120-150). (1) Proposed increased 
rates on printing paper, wrapping 
paper, blotting paper, cardboard, tag- 
board, paper bags and blank register 
paper in Official Classification terri- 
tory, equivalent to the _ sixth-class 
rates, found to be reasonable, but 
certain proposed departures from the 
sixth-class basis disapproved. (2) 
Proposed increase _from 18.9 cents 
to 21 cents per 100 pounds in the 
blanket rate on news print paper 
from New England and northern New 
York to points in Central Freight 
Association territory not justified, but 
rate of 20 cents per 100 pounds found 
to be reasonable. Proposed increased 
rates on the same commodity from 
Alexandria, Ind., to Cheboygan, Mich., 
to eastern points, found not to have 
been justified. (3) Proposed increased 
rates on strawboard, paper boards 
and building and roofing paper found 
not to have been justified. (4) Pro- 
posed increased rates on blank wall 
paper not found to be _ reasonable, 
but respondents permitted to increase 
the rates on that commodity to the 
same basis as that approvéd herein 
on news print paper. (5) Complaint 
alleging that rates on paper from 
mills in Wisconsin to points in Cen- 
tral Freight Association territory 
and other points are unreasonable 
and unjustly discriminatory’ dis- 
missed. (6) Rates on paper from 
New England not shown to be unrea- 
sonable. Cause of complaint as to 
the discriminatory character of the 
rates and descriptions published by 
the New England lines apparently 
removed by suspended tariffs. Rep- 
aration denied and complaint dis- 
missed. March 11, p. 524, 


Pardee, C., Works vs. C. R. R. of N. J. 


et al.; case 4743 (39 I. C. C., 162-166). 
Upon the facts shown of record; 
Held: That the defendants’ present 
rate adjustment gives to the competi- 
tors of the complainant an undue and 
unreasonable preference and advan- 
tage to the prejudice and disadvan- 


tage of the complainant. May 20, p. 
Passenger fares from Milwaukee: I. 


and S. 683 (38 I. C. C.. 98-100). Pro- 
posed cancellation of jeint passenger 
fares from Milwaukee, Wis., to Coop- 





Feb. 19, p. 


Peters, M. C., Mill Co. vs. C. 


Phillips Coal Co. vs. S. 


Picher Lead Co. vs. 


Pillsbury 





ersville, Nunica and Muskegon, Mich., 
on the line of the Grand Rapids, 
Grand Haven & Muskegon Ry., found 
not to have been justified. Sched- 
ules under suspension ordered can- 
celed. March 11, p. 521. 

Passow & Sons vs. C. M. & St. P.; 
case 7693 (37 I. C. C., 711-712). Feb. 
12, p. 346. 

Peabody Coal Co. vs. C. & E. [ et al.; 
case 7554; coal (39 I. C. C., 415-41¢). 
June 17, p. 1266. 

Peerless Wire Fence Co. vs. Wabash 
et al.; case 7697; wire fence (38 I. C. 
C., 721-722). May 6, p. 951. 

Peninsular & Occidental S. S. Co.; ap- 
plication in connection with its oper- 
ation by Florida East Coast and A. 
c. L. under Panama Canal Act; case 
6914 (38 I. C. C., 662-664). - Upon fur- 
ther consideration of all the facts of 
record, and in view of the revisions 
in the rates and the divisions thereof 
made by petitioners and the steam- 
ship company; Held: That the con- 
tinued ownership and operation of 
the steamship company by petitioners 
as at present conducted will neither 
exclude, prevent, nor reduce competi- 
tion on the route by water under con- 
sideration, and that the applications 
should be granted, subject to such 
further order or orders as may here- 
after be entered by the Commission. 
May 6, p. 946. 

B. & Q.; 
case 8016 (38 I. C. C., 245-248). (1) 
Upon a complaint and answer seek- 
ing a tariff construction sanctioning 
the retroactive application of a mixed 
feed transit arrangement of the Chi- 
cago, Burlington & Quincy R. R. Co 
at Omaha, Neb.; Held: That the com- 
plaint must be dismissed. (2) Transit 
rules should be clear and free from 
ambiguity and must be enforced ac- 
cording to their terms; and no agree- 
ment between the shipper and the 
carrier assigning another meaning to 
them may lawfully be substituted. 
March 25, p. 631. 


Philadelphia, Commercial Exchange of, 


vs. P. R. R. et al.; case 7439 (38 I. 
C. C., 675-679). Charge of three- 
fourths of a cent per bushel at the 
port of Philadelphia, Pa., for the 
loading of export grain from eleva- 
tors directly into ocean-going vessels 
not found to be unjustly discrimina- 
tory, as compared with the charge of 
one-half a cent per bushel for like 
services at the port of New York, N. 
Y. May 6, p. 952. 

L & &. PP. 


et al.; case 7973 (38 I. C. C., 340). 
April 1, p. 674. 

M. P.; case 8059 
(38 I. C. C., 365-366). April 1, p. 676. 


Pilcher Hardware Co. vs. C. & N. W. 


Ry. Co.; case 7602 (37 I. C. C., 542- 
543). Following Griffing vs. C. & N. 
W. Ry. Co., 25 I. C. C., 134, the two 
and one-half times first-class rate 
charged for the transportation of one 
motorcycle from Milwaukee, Wis., to 
Ida Grove, Ia., found to have been 
unreasonable. Reparation awarded 
Jan. 22, p. 206. 

Flour Mills Co. vs. G. N.; 
case 6465 (39 I. C. C., 353-359). Rate 
charged for the transportation of 
durum wheat in carloads frim Duluth, 


Minn., to Anoka, Minn., not found 
unreasonable. Complaint dismissed. 
June 3, p. 1169. 


Pillsbury Flour Mills Co. vs. C. R. I. & 


P. et al.; case 7450 (38 I. C. C., 290- 
291). April 1, p. 670. 


Pine Bluff Traffic Bureau vs. L. & N. et 


al.; case 7412 (37 I. C. C., 318-224). 
Upon petition that the defendant rail 
carriers operating between points in 
the east and Memphis, Tenn., be re- 
quired to establish through routes 
and joint rates from eastern points 
to Pine Bluff, Ark., via Memphis, in 
connection with the Memphis & Ar- 
kansas City Packet Co., which oper- 
ates a steamboat between Memphis 
and Rosedale, Miss., and the Pine 
Bluff & Rosedale Packet Co., which 
operates a steamboat between Rose- 
dale and Pine Bluff; and that such 
joint rates be less than the present all- 
rail rates: Held: That the interest of 
the public does not require that 
through routes and joint rates be es- 
tablished while prevailing conditions 
continue. Complaint dismissed. Jan. 
15, p. 105. 


Pioneer Lumber Co. vs. N. P. et al.; 


case 7116 (38 I. C. C., 399-400). 
tion of defendants’ 
resulting 


Por- 
tariff provision 
in the application of the 














rate applicable to the highest rated 
commodity in carload shipments of 
fir lumber, mixed with  kiln-dried 
cedar siding or mixed with kiln- 
dried cedar siding and cedar 
shingles, from Issaquah and Van 
Zandt, Wash. to South Utica, 
N. Y., Winner, S. Dak., and Minne- 
sota Transfer, Minn., when the act- 
ual weight of the cedar siding is not 
certified to by the shipper on the 
shipping receipt, found to be unrea- 
sonable. Defendants required so to 
amend their tariff as to permit the 
application of the carload rate on the 
cedar siding at an estimated weight 
of 700 pounds per 1,000 feet when 
actual weight thereof is not obtain- 
able, but when the amount thereof in 
feet is stated on the bill of lading. 
April 8, p. 722. 
ory yu Button Co. vs. C. C. C. 
& St. L. et al.; —. 7902; pasteboard 
button cabinets (38 I. C. c., 727-728). 
May 6, p. 951. 

Pitt Gas Coal Co. vs. P. R. R. Co. et 
al.; case 7791 (37 I. C. C., 240-243). 
Present rate on coal from Besco, Pa., 
to Ashtabula Harbor, Ohio, and other 
lake ports in the state of Ohio, when 
for transshipment by vessels on the 
great lakes to points beyond, found 
to be unreasonable to the extent that 
it exeeeds 78 cents per net ton. The 
southern boundary of the Pittsburgh 
district is changed to include Besco. 
Jan. 15, p. 

Pittsburgh Steel ‘Co. et al. vs. P. & L. 
E.; case 7779 (39 I. ’C. C., 312-315). 
Upon the facts of record; Held: That 
the defendant, by its refusal to make 
a furnace allowance to the complain- 
ants while at the same time making 
such allowances to the complainants’ 
competitors in the same industrial 
district, subjected the complainants 
to an unlawful disadvantage and 
prejudice. May 27, p. 1103. 

Plymouth Coal Co. vs. P. R. R. et al.; 
ease 4792; same vs. D. L. & W.; case 
4792, Sub. 1 (37 I. C. C.. 457-459). 
Upon complaint that rates applying 
upon anthracite coal in carloads from 
Plymouth and Luzerne, Pa., to South 
Amboy and ‘Hoboken, N. J., f. 0. b. 
vessels for transshipment are un- 
reasonable; -Held: (1) Reasonable 
rates for the future will be secured 
complainants by the order entered in 
Rates for Transportation of Anthra- 
cite Coal, 35 I. C. C., 220. ( 2) Ques- 
tion of reparation held in abeyance 
for determination in a supplemental 
report. Jan. 22, p. 202. 


Pocahontas Coke Co., Inc., vs. N. & W. 
et al.; case 8217; coke (39 I. C. C., 
218-219). May 27, p. 1097. 

Port Arthur Canal & Dock Co. vs. A. 
& S. et al.; see cottonseed products 
to Port Arthur, Tex.; p. 632. 

Porto Rico; safety appliances on rail- 
roads; see safety appliances. 

Potatoes, minimum weight on; I. and 
S. 698 (38 I. C. C., 101-102). Proposed 
increase from 24, 000 pounds to 30,000 
pounds in the minimum weight from 
East St. Louis, Ill., to points north 
of the Ohio River and east of the 
Illinois-Indiana state line, on potatoes 
originating in Louisiana and Texas, 
not justified, the commodity not 
safelv loading in excess of 24,000 
pounds per standard car. Schedules 
under suspension: ordered canceled. 
March 11, p. 522. 

Prendergast Co. vs. S. et al.; 
case 8026 (38 I. C. ia * 361- 362). April 
1, p. 676. 

Progressive Metal & Refining Co. vs. 
Cc. & N. W.; case 7921 (38 I. C. C., 
631-632). April 22, p. 837. 

Pulp & Paper Mfrs.’ Traffic Ass’n. vs. 
Belt Ry. of Chicago; case $179; sul- 
phur (39 I. C. C., 360-362). June i7, 
p. 1265. 

Puyallup & Sumner Fruit Growers’ 
Ass’n. vs. N. P.; case. 8008: canned 
cherries (38 I. C. C., 701-702). May 
6, p. 950. 

Red Ash Coal Co. vs. C. R. R. of N. J.; 

ease 6189 (37 I. C. C., 460-462). Upon 

complaint that rates applying upon 
anthracite coal in carloads from Ash- 
ley, Pa., to Elizabethport and Port 

Johnston, N. J., f. o. b. vessels for 

reshipment are unreasonable; Held: 

(1) Reasonable rates for the future 

will be secured complainant by the 

order entered in Rates for ta og 

tation of Anthracite Coal, 35 I. C. C., 

220. (2) rons Plymouth Coal Co. 

vs. D. L. & W Co., 36 c. €., 

76, defendant’s. aetaiionan Teuntcdiets 

governing anthracite coal awaiting 
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transshipment at or near Elizabeth- 
port and Port Johnston found reason- 
able. (3) Question of reparation held 
in abeyance for determination in a 
supplemental report. Jan, 22, p. 203. 

Reeves Coal Co. vs. C. M. & St. P.; 
case 7409 (37 I. C. C., 707-708). Feb. 
12, p. 345. 

Reiss, C., Coal Co. vs. Ann Arbor; case 
7694 (38 I. C. C., 337-338). April 1, 


p. 674. 

Reynelds, R. J., Tobacco Co. vs. L. & N. 
et al.; case 8249 and ‘others (39 I. 
Cc. C., 600-608). Complainants attack 
the rates on tobacco from local sta- 
tions on the line of the Louisville & 
Nashville R. R. in central Kentucky, 
to Winston-Salem and Reidsville, N. 
C., and South Boston, Martinsville 
and Danville, Va., as unreasonable, 
unjustly discriminatory, and in vio- 
lation of the fourth section of the 
act in that they exceed the rates from 
Cincinnati, Louisville and certain cen- 
tral Kentucky junction points; Held: 
(1) The Louisville & Nashville R. R. 
Co.’s Fourth Section Application No. 
1952, in so far as by it authority is 
sought to continue rates on tobacco 
from Cincinnati and points in Ken- 
tucky to the named destinations which 
are lower than the rates contempo- 
raneously applicable on like traffic 
from intermediate points on its line 
in Kentucky, should be denied. (2) 
Rate of 45 cents per 100 pounds on to- 
bacco in carloads from Richmond, 
Ky., to Reidsville found to have been 
unreasonable in so far as it exceeded 
a rate of 44 cents, and reparation 
awarded. June 17, p. 1294. 

Reynolds, R. J., Tobacco Co., vs. A. & 
S. et al.: case 8201 (39 I. C. C., 371- 
377). (1) Requirements of the car- 
riers throughout the country that 
fiber-board, pulpboard and strawboard 
packages of cigarettes shall be 
strapped and sealed, or fastened with 
staples or stitched with wire at all 
openings, or subjected to other such 
requirements, in order to entitle them 
to the first-class rate, found unrea- 
sonable and unjustly discriminatory. 
(2) Requirements that wooden boxes 
of cigarettes shall be strapped, corded 
and sealed to entitle them to the first- 
class rate. and the requirements of the 
Western Classification that fiber-board 
packages of cigarettes shall have a 
united outside measurement of not less 
than 30 inches, not shown to be un- 
reasonable or unjustly discriminatory. 
June 10, p. 1218 


Rickards, E., vs. S. A. L.; case 7804 (38 
T. C. C., 218-220). Rates for the trans- 
portation of mine-prop logs in car- 
loads from Thelma and Vaughan, N. 
C., to Portsmouth, Va.. found to have 
been unreasonable and unjustly dis- 
criminatory. Reasonable and non-dis- 
criminatory rates prescribed for the 
future. March 25, p. 628. 


Riddle, R. J., vs. N. C. & St. L.; case 
7159 (37 I. C. C., 602-603). Jan. 29, 
p. 260. 

Riegel Sack Co. vs. C. R. R.; case 8324; 
burlap bags (39 I. C. C., 222-223). 
May 27, p. 1097. 

Robinson, C. H., Co. vs. American Ex- 
press et al.: case 7434 (38 I. C. C., 
733-735). (1) Rate of $2.50 per 100 
pounds maintained by the defendants 
for the transportation of fruits and 
herries in carloads from Hood River, 
Ore., to Winnipeg, Brandon and Port 
age la Prairie, Manitoba. found to 
have been unreasonable. (2) Renara- 
tion denied on shipments to Winni- 
peg and Brandon because complain- 
ant apparently was a stranger to de- 
fendants’ transportation records rela- 
tive to the shipments. May 6, p. 955. 

Royster, F. S.. Guano Co. vs. A. C. L. 
et al.; case 7573 (38 1. GC. C.. 190- 193). 
Upon complaint alleging that rates 
on commercial fertilizer in carloads 
from Norfolk to destinations in North 
Carolina are unreasonable per se, and 
also subject complainant, its traffic, 
and the city of Norfolk to undue prej- 
udice and disadvantage as compared 
with competitors operating in North 
Carolina; Held, That defendants 
should establish the mileage rates 
prescribed herein as maxima and re- 
move the undue and _ unreasonable 
prejudice and disadvantage found to 
exist. March 18, p. 579. 

Safety appliances on railroads in Porto 
Rico: case 5701 (37 I. C. C., 470-477). 
(1) Respondents’ trains, composed of 
ears exclusively used for transporta- 
tion of sugar cane might well be ex- 

cepted, as recommended to Congress, 











from the provisions of the safety ap- 
pliance acts relating to power brakes. 
(2) Pending action by Congress in the 
premises locomotives and cars of re- 
spondents must be made to conform 
with the requirements of those acts. 
(3) Order of April 17, 1913, vacated as 
of Jan. 1, 1917, in so far as it ex- 
tends the time for full —— with 
those acts. Jan. 22, p. 207. 

Salem Iron Works et al. “%, i. P. 
et al.; case 6260 (38 I. C. C., 600- 601). 
April 22, p. 836. 

Salt to Oklahoma; I. and S. 584 (37 I. 
C. C., 699-702). At the present time 
the rates on salt in carloads from 
producing points in the Michigan and 
Ohio salt fields to certain destinations 
in Oklahoma are respectively 2% and 
3% cents per 100 pounds in excess of 
the rates from Chicago. The tariff 
item suspended proposed to effect an 
increase of 2.04 cents in these differ- 
entials; Held, That rates from the 
Michigan field to the destinations 
here involved should not exceed the 
rates from Chicago by more than 2% 
cents, and that the rates from Ohio 
producing points should not exceed 
those from Chicago by more than 3% 
cents. Feb. 5, p. 318. 

Sand and gravel; C. F. A. rates; I. and 
S. 681 (38 I. C. C., 196-197). Proposed 
increased rates on sand and gravel 
from Lake Erie ports to various 
points in Central Freight Association 
territory not justified. Proposed in- 
creased rates on the same commodi- 
ties from Tecumseh, Mich., to cer- 
tain points in Ohio on the Detroit, 
Toledo & Ironton R. R. justified. 
March 25, p. 625. 


Sand from Indiana stations; I. and S. 
735 (39 I. C. C., 321-324). Proposed 
increased rates on sand in carloads 
from stations in Indiana along the 
south shore of Lake Michigan to 
points within the Chicago, Ill., switch- 
ing limits found not justified and sus- 
pended tariffs required to be canceled. 
May 27, p. 1098. 


Sanguinetti, E. F., vs. ¥. P. et al.; 
case 7126; potatoes + . & ¢. S- 
516). June 17, p. 1267. 

Scott, John L., vs. Cape Charles R. R. 
et al.; case 8186 (38 I. C. C., 467-474). 
Rates on potatoes in carloads from 
points in Virginia on the Cape Charles 
R. R. to Philadelphia, Pa., and New 
York, N. Y., shown to be unreason- 
able and unjustly discriminatory to 
the extent that they exceed the rates 
contemporaneously in effect from Cape 
Charles, Va., by more than 4 cents 
per standard barrel. Reparation de- 
nied. April 8, p. 739. 

Seidel, Julius, Lumber Co. vs. M. P. et 
al.; case 8282; lumber (39 I. C. C., 
670-671). June 17, p. 1288. 


Settle, W. H., & Co. vs. A. G. S. et al.; 
case 8058 (39 I. C. C., 592-596). Joint 
rates on lumber from. designated 
points of origin in the south to Madi- 
sonville, Ohio, within the corporate 
limits of Cincinnati, Ohio, but out- 
side of the switching limits, are made 
on the basis of the rates to and from 
Cincinnati. Oakley, which is adjacent 
to Madisonville, is inside the switch- 
ing limits of Cincinnati, and takes 
Cincinnati rates. The aggregates of 
the rates to Oakley and from Oakley 
to Madisonville are lower than thea 
Cincinnati combinations. Higher 
rates to Madisonville than to Cincin- 
nati not found unreasonable or unduly 
prejudicial to complainants. Present 
rates from Cincinnati and Oakley 
used in combination for through 
transportation to Madisonville not 
found unreasonable or unduly prejudi- 
cial, but found unlawful to the extent 
that they exceed the aggregates of in- 
termediate rates to and from Oakley. 
June 17, p. 1282 

Sheboygan Mineral Water Co. vs. C. & 
N. W. et al.; case 7635 (38 I. C. C., 
491-492). April 8, p. 743. 

Shecter, Phillip, vs. S. P. et al.; case 
8146; junk (39 I. C. C., 220). May 27, 
p. 1097. 

Sheets, W. H., vs. L. & N.; logs; case 
ae (38 I. C. C., 299-300). April 1, 


670. 

Shelbyville Bi oe Business Men’s Assn. 
vs. L. & N. R. R. Co. et al.; case a 
4th section application 1952 (37 I Cc. 
C., 675-686). Upon complaint that the 
defendants’ class rates and many of 
their commodity rates, between Shel- 
byville, Ky., and interstate points, are 
unreasonable and unjustly discrim- 

inatory because of the alleged un- 












reasonableness and _ discriminatory 
character of the factors between 
Louisville, Ky., and Shelbyville, and 
that the rates do not conform to the 
long-and-short-haul provision of the 
fourth section of the act; Held, That 
(1) The rates between Louisville and 
Shelbyville, applicable to interstate 
transportation, are not shown to be 
unreasonable, (2) The class rates be- 
tween Louisville and Shelbyville, ap- 
plicable to interstate transportation, 
found to be unjustly discriminatory 
to the extent that they exceed the 
corresponding class rates contempo- 
raneously maintained, and applicable 
to interstate transportation, between 
Louisville and Lexington, Ky., or be- 
tween Louisville and Georgetown, Ky. 
(3) Rates on certain commodities be- 
tween Louisville and Shelbyville, ap- 
plicable to interstate transportation, 
found to be unjustly discriminatory 
to the extent that they exceed the 
rates on the same commodities, ap- 
plicable to interstate transportation, 
between Louisville and Georgetown, 
Midway, Lexington or Paris, Ky. (4) 
Class and commodity rates between 
Louisville and Shelbyville, applicable 
to interstate transportation, not shown 
to be unjustly discriminatory as com- 
pared with the rates between Louis- 
ville and Frankfort, Ky. (5) Defend- 
ants granted authority to continue 
lower class and commodity rates be- 
tween Louisville, Ky., and Frankfort, 
Ky., on interstate traffic, than the 
rates contemporaneously in effect be- 
tween Louisville and Shelbyville. Au- 
thority to continue lower class and 
commodity rates between Louisville 
and Georgetown, Midway and Lexing- 
ton, Ky., than between Louisville and 
— Ky., denied. Feb. 5, p. 
1 


Sheldon, G. W., & Co. vs. Wabash et 
al.; case 7523; pickles and machinery 
(38 I, C. C., 569-570). April 22, p. 833. 
Shreveport Chamber of Commerce et al. 
vs. A. & V. et al.; see Memphis Freight 
Bureau vs. S. L. I. M. & 5S. et al.; 
pp. 1104, 1146. 


Shreveport Chamber of Commerce vs. 
K. C. S. et al.; case 7329; Fourth 
Sect. Ap. 461 (39 I. C. C., 296-302) 
Upon complaint alleging that class 
rates applicable on _ traffic from 
Shreveport, La., to certain stations in 
Arkansas and Oklahoma on the lines 
of the St. Louis & San Francisco Rail- 
road and the Texas. Oklahoma & 
Eastern Railroad are unreasonable 
and unduly prejudicial; Held: (1) In 
view of pending decisions invclving 
the readjustment of c!ass rates in this 
southwestern territory, the reason- 
ableness per se of the rates assailed 
will not be passed upon in this pro- 
ceeding. (2) The present rates be- 
tween Shreveport and the stations in 
Arkansas and Oklahoma named in the 
complaint are unduly prejudicial to 
Shreveport as compared with the class 
rates applying between said stations 
and Texas jobbing points. Defendants 
required to rémove the discrimination. 
May 27, p. 1104, and June 3, p. 1165. 


Sioux City Commercial Club Traffic Bu- 
reau vs. Anderson & Saline River R. 
R. Co. et al.; cases 3864 and 5294 (37 
I, C. C., 353-356). (1) Where there is 
no privity of interest between the 
consignor and consignee, the filing of 
a claim for reparation by the consig- 
nee does not constitute a filing by or 
on behalf of the consignor and will 
not stop the running of the statute of 
limitations as to the consignor. (2) 
Upon facts and circumstances sub- 
stantially similar to those considered 
in Omaha Commercial Club vs. A. & 
S. R. R. R. Co., 27 I. C. C., 302; Held, 
That the consignees are without in- 
terest in the charges paid and are not 
entitled to reparation. Reparation 
awarded to consignors upon certain 
shipments. Jan. 22, p. 173. 
Sioux Falls Commercial Club, Traffic 
Bureau of, vs. G. N. et al.; class; 
case 7388 (38 I. C. C., 531-534). April 
15, p. 790. ; 
Skinner, J. M., Bending Co. vs. T. St. 
L. & W.; case 7526 (37 I. C. C., 582); 
Jan. 29, pv. 257. 


Slane, O. W., Glass Co. vs. Va. & S. W. 


et al.; case 7274 (39 I C. C., 586-588). 
On rehearing, original decision af- 
firmed and complaint dismissed. June 
24, p. 1333. 

Slocomb, A. H., Jr., vs. Carolina R. R. 
et al.; rosin; case 7799 (38 I. C. C., 
535-536). April 15,. p. 792. 

Smith Lumber Co. vs. N. S. et al.; case 





Standard Lumber Co. vs. 


Stearns & 
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. ° Cc. & O. et al.; case 
gg | AC I. C. C., 604-606). Jan. 29, 
p. 


61, 
Snow Lumber Co. vs. R. C. & S. et al.; 


case 5826; lumber (39 I, C. C., 456- 
458). June 10, p. 1236. 

South Canon Coal Co et al. vs. Colorado 
Midland Ry. Co. et al.; case 7796 (38 
TI. C. C., 174-182). Rates on bitumin- 
ous coal in carloads from South 
Canon, Colo., to destinations in Wy- 
oming, South Dakota, Nebraska and 
Kansas found to be unjustly dis- 
criminatory in so far as they exceed 
the rates from Walsenburg, Colo., to 
the same destinations by more than 
25 cents per net ton. The rates from 
Cameo, Colo., not shown to be un- 
vy discriminatory. March 11, p. 


South St. Joseph Live Stock Exchange 


et al. vs. A. T. & S. F. et al.; case 
7644 (39 I. C. C., 417-421). Defend- 
ants’ rate of 18% cents per 100 pounds 
for the transportation of fresh meat, 
packing-house products and green salt- 
ed hides in carloads from St. Joseph, 
Mo., to St. Louis, Mo., for local deliv- 
ery-and for beyond, and their rate of 
23% cents to Chicago, Ill., for local 
delivery and for beyond, not found to 
be unreasonable, unjustly discrimina- 
tory or unduly prejudicial. Complaint 
dismissed. June 10, p. 1225. 


Southern Classification Ratings; I. and 


S. 718 (39 I. C. C., 173-180). Proposed 
changes in the descriptions and class 
ratings of machine-finished sprocket 
chains, iron or steel pipe, riveted, 
stick licorice, ice-making machinery 
and popped corn’ confectionery, in 
Southern Classification territory found 
justified.. May 27, p. 1089 


Southern Cotton Oil Co. vs. East Jersey 


R. R. & T. Co. et al.; case 6900, sub. 
1; see East Jersev R. R. & T. Co. vs. 
C. R. R of N J et al; p. 174. 


Sprouse & Son vs. N P. et al.; case 6872; 


pyrographiec novelties (39 I. C. C., 
347-348). June 3, p. 1168. 


Standard Lumber Co. vs. S. Ga. et al; 


cases 7876 and 7911 (38 I. C. C., 301- 
303). (1) Carload rate of-15.2 cents 
per 100 pounds on lumber from Baden, 
Ga., to Columbia, S. C.. found to have 
been unreasonable to the extent that 
it exceeded the aggregate of interme- 
diate rates based on Savannah, Ga. 
(2) Carload rate of 20 cents per 100 
pounds on lumber from Shore, Ga., to 
Anderson, S. C., found to have been 
unreasonable to the extent that it ex- 
ceeded the aggregate of intermediate 
rates based on Augusta, Ga. (3) De- 
pression of an intermediate rate by 
rail competition does not justify a 
joint rate in excess of the aggregate 
of the intermediate rates. (4) Rep- 
aration awarded. March 25, p. 635. 


Star Clothing Mfg. Co. vs. M. K. & T.; 


cotton piece goods; case 7859 (38 I 
C. C., 537-538). April 15, p. 792. 


Staten & King Hardware Co. vs. P. Co. 


et al.; case 7575 (38 I. C. C., 736). 
Complaint against the rate charged 
for the transportation of a carload of 
agricultural implements from Canton, 
Ohio, to Florence, Ala., held to have 
been abandoned. May 6, p. 955. 
Atlanta & 
West Point; case 7824 (37 I. C. 
716). Feb. 12, p. 346. 


Standard Paint Co. vs. S. P. Co. et al.; 


case 7808 (37 I. C. C., 405-407). 
Charges collected for the transporta- 
tion of 34 carloads of liquid asphal- 
tum in tank cars from Paraffin, Cal., 
to Chicago Heights, IIll., at the law- 
ful rate and estimated weight of 8.6 
pounds ver gallon, based on the 
marked gallon capacity of cars, found 
unreasonable to the extent that they 
exceeded charges that would have ac- 
crued at the lawful rate, based upon 
an estimated weight of 7.9 pounds per 
gallon and the marked gallon capacity 
of the cars used. Reparation awarded. 
Jan. 22, p. 183. 4 

Culver Lumber Co. (for 
Bagdad Land & Lumber Co.) vs. L. & 
N. R. R. Co. et al.; case 5549 (37 I. C. 
C., 3876-377). Charges collected for 
the transportation of one locomotive, 
not under steam, on its own wheels, 
from Erie, Pa:, to Pensacola, Fla., re- 
consigned to Milton, Fla., not shown 
to have been unreasonable. Com- 
plaint dismissed. Jan. 22, p. 178. 


Steubenville, City of, Ohio, vs. Tri-State 


Rv & Electric Co. et al.; case 7356 
(38 I.. C. C., 281-287). Commutation 
passenger fare of $8 for 100 rides be- 








tween Steubenville, Ohio, and Fol- 
lansbee, W. Va., found unjust and 
unreasonable, and a maximum fare of 
3.70 for 52 rides prescribed for the 
uture. April 1, p. 668. 


Stone to Des Moines, Ia.; I. and S. 663 


(37 I. C. C., 372-373). Proposed in- 
creased rates on stone of all kinds, 
rough or dressed, not lettered or fig- 
ured, from the twin cities to Des 
Moines, Iowa, found to have been 
justified for rough stone but not for 
dressed stone. Jan. 22, p. 177. 


Stone Producers’ Sale Co. vs. C. I. & 


L. 
et al.; building stone; case 7257 (38 
I. C. C., 485-486). April 15, p. 785. 


Stone crushed, from Wisconsin points; 


I. and S. 626 (37 I. C. C., 593-595). 
Jan. 29, p. 260. 


Stone, from Illinois points; I. and S. 656 
(38 I. C 


C., 389-391). Proposed in- 
creased carload rates on crushed stone 
and related articles from Kankakee, 
Lehigh and West Kankakee, Iil., to 
grouped points in IHinois and Indiana 
found to have been justified in part 
only. Order of suspension vacated 
in so far as the more distant stations 
are concerned; and lower rates than 
those proposed found reasonable to 
the less distant stations. April 1, p. 
678. 


Stonega Coke & Coal Ca vs. L. & N. 


et al., case; 3771; coal and coke rates, 
I. and §. 71; coal rates from Virginia 
mines, I. and S, 321; coke from Vir- 
ginia points, I. and S. 625; coal from 
Virginia mines, I and S. 633 (39 I. C. 
C., 523-553). (1) Reasonable divisions 
to the Interstate R. R. out of the 
through rates involved fixed at 15 
cents per ton on coal and 18 cents 
per ton of coke. (2) The provisions 
of section 16A of the act regarding the 
rehearing of cases by the Commission 
does not contemplate that the rehear- 
ing be completed and a supplemental 
report and order made before _expira- 
tion of original order. (3) Exhibits 
compiled by Commission’s examiners 
of accounts, offered in evidence at a 
duly appointed hearing, without objec- 
tion from interested parties, properly 
identified by the official stenographer 
and filed in the record along with all 
the other evidence in the case, are 
lawfully a part of the record. (4) 
Rates fixed under federal authority 
must yield ‘‘just compensation,’’ which 
comprehends a reasonable return upon 
the value of property devoted to pub- 
lic use. (5) Where traffic involved 
is only a portion of the traffic mov- 
ing over the originating division, and 
only a small portion of the coal and 
coke traffic moving over the line, 
which, in turn, is only a small part of 
the entire coal and coke tonnage 
moving over the entire system, a claim 
that the rates on the traffic involved 
are confiscatory is not established 
until it be shown that the rates on the 
other traffic moving over the originat- 
ing line are reasonably remunerative 
and that the revenue derived from the 
other coal and coke traffic moving 
over the line is adequate. (6) Com- 
mercial competition a controlling fac- 
tor in the adjustment of the rates 
here considered. (7) Reasonable rates 
on coal from St. Charles and Appa- 
lachia are found herein to be such as 
do not exceed the rates contemporane- 
ously in effect- from Middlesboro- 
Jellica to the same destinations by 
more than the differential herein 
fixed. Reasonable coke rates fur the 
future will be such as do not exceed 
$2.50 per ton to Chicago with propor- 
tionately scaled rates to other desti- 
nations involved. (8) St. Charles in- 
cluded in Appalachia group and a dif- 
ferential from this group of 15 cents 
per ton over Middlesboro-Jellico rates 
on coal fixed. (Coal rates from Vir- 
ginia Mines, 30 I. C. C., 635, modified.) 
(9) The Appalachia group rate to be 
applied from operations on the Inter- 
state R. R. June 17, p. 1268 


Strobel, L. A., Co. vs. Ill. Cent. et al.; 


case 8197; wood mouldings (38 I. C. 
C., 707-708). May 6, p. 950. 


Sugar beets to Decatur, Ind.; I. and S. 


635 (37 I. C. C., 367-369). (1) Rates 
on sugar beets from Indiana points to 
Decatur, Ind., applicable on interstate 
traffic, were carried forward in the 
schedule under suspension without in- 
crease. Order of suspension vacated. 
(2) Proposed increased rates on sugar 
beets from Lima, Kemp, Spencerville, 
Elgin, Ohio City, Glenmore and Wren, 
Ohio, to Decatur, Ind., not justified. 
(3) Authority granted to establish 
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rates on sugar beets not in excess of 
53 cents per net ton from Lima, Kemp 
and Spencerville to Decatur. Jan. 15, 


p. 129. 

Sunderland Bros. Co. vs. C. & N. W. 
et al; coal; case 8172 (38 I. C. C., 
581-582). April 15, p. 793. 

Swanson, A. W., vs. T. & z: et al.; 
case 5251 and others (39 I. C. C., 725- 
730). Complaints alleging that spe- 
cific commodity rates published in de- 
fendant southwestern lines’ tariffs 
and charged on C L shipments of ba- 
nanas, between May 15, 1911, and Feb. 
15, 1912, from New Orleans, La., to 
Dallas and certain other Texas desti- 
nations, were illegally collected be- 
cause lower class rates were appiica- 
ble under an alternative clause in the 
tariffs and under defendants’ classifi- 
cation exceptions, dismissed, as the 
classification exception provisions did 
not include bananas. June 24, p. 1343. 

Swift & Co. vs. Morgan’s La. & Tex. 
R. R. & S. S. Co. et al.; case 7703 
(38 I. C. C., 242-245). Rates for the 
transportation of rock salt in carloads 
from Louisiana points to Fort Worth 
and North Fort Worth, Tex., found 
to be unreasonable. Reasonable maxi- 
mum rates prescribed for the future 
xg ™ ‘eeapammaeane awarded. March 235, 
p. 629. 

Swift & Co. vs. N. P. et al.; case 7548 
(39 I. C. C., 665-669). Rate of 27% 
cents per 100 pounds for the trans- 
portation of bulk salt in carloads from 
Kansas producing points to Fort 
Worth and North Fort Worth, Tex., 
found to be unreasonable. Maximum 
rates prescribed for the future. June 
24, p. 1335. 

Swift & Co. vs. M. & O. et al.; case 8074 
(39 I. C. C., 701-702). Certain shipments 
of packing house products and fresh 
meats in mixed carloads from North 
Fort Worth, Tex., and East St. Louis, 
Ill., to Columbus, Ga., were stopped 
at Montgomery, Ala., for partial un- 
loading and charges were collected on 
the basis of the carload rates to 
Montgomery plus the less-than-car 
load rates beyond. No stoppage in 
transit arrangement was then in ef- 
fect; Held, following previous deci- 
sions, that in the absence of unjust 
discrimination transit arrangements 
will not be given retroactive effect. 
Complaint dismissed. June 24, p. 1339. 

Taffe, I. H., vs. American Express Co. 
et al.; case 7634 (37 I. C. C., 544-545). 
Reparation awarded on account of un- 
reasonable charges collected for the 
transportation of a carload of fresh 
fish from Celilo, Ore., to New York, 
N. Y. Jan. 22, p. 212. 


Tallahatchee Lumber Co. vs. Y. & M. V. 
et al.; case 8174; lumber (38 I. C. C., 
a April 8, p. 743. 

Taylor, H. W., & Co. vs. Wabash R. R. 
Co. et al.; case 7431 (37 I. C. C., 540- 
541). Rates charged for the transpor- 
tation of wooden railroad ties in car- 
loads from St. Louis, Mo., to Chicago, 
Ill., found to have been unreasonable 
to the extent that they exceeded the 
aggregate of the intermediate rates 
contemporaneously applicable to and 
from East St. Louis, Ill. Reparation 
awarded. Jan. 22, p. 206. 

Teasdale, J. W., & Co. vs. Va. & S. W. 
et al.; dried app les; case 7944 (38 I. 
C. C., 565-567). April 15, p. e 

Templeton, J. S., & Sons vs. C. & S. 
et al.; case 3641; wheat (39 I. el cs, 
335-336). June 10, p. 1217. 

Terminal regulations at Boston; see 
National Dock & Storage Warehouse 
Co. vs. Boston & Maine; p. 837. ‘ 

Texarkana Pipe Works vs. B. S. L. & 
W. et al.; case 7767 (38 I. C. C., 341- 
342). A carload of sewer pipe was 
forwarded by the initial carrier from 
Texarkana, Tex., to Brownsville, Tex., 
over an interstate route by which the 
rate was higher than by an intra- 
state route; Held, That the shipment 
was misrouted and that complainant 
is entitled to reparation on the basis 
of the rate contemporaneously in ef- 
:. OL the intrastate route. April 

p. 

Texarkana Freight Bureau vs. Illinois 
Central et al.; case 7428 (38 I. C. C., 
55-60). Feb. 26, p. 444. 

Thompson, Ritchie & Co., Inc., et al. 
vs. V. S. & P. et al.; case 6513; fourth 
section applications 635, 638, 641, 672, 
677, 696, 1050, 601, 702 (39 I. C. C., 
287-295). (1) Class and commodity 
rates between St. Louis and Kansas 
City, Mo., Memphis, Tenn., defined 
territories, Atlantic seaboard terri- 
tory via Gulf and Atlantic ports, New 


Orleans, La., on interstate or foreign 
traffic, and points in the state of 
Texas, on the one hand, and Rus- 
ton, La., on the other, found, unlawful 
to the extent stated in the report. 
(2) Mileage class rates between Rus- 
ton and certain points in Arkansas 
on the Chicago, Rock Island & Pa- 
cific Ry., and mileage class rates ap- 
plicable on interstate traffic between 
Ruston and other points in Louisiana 
on the Vicksburg, Shreveport & Pa- 
cific Ry. considered in connection 
with pending decision of other related 
proceedings. (3) Portions of fourth 
section applications of defendants 
which seek authorization to maintain 
higher class and commodity rates 
from and to Ruston than from and to 
Shreveport, Alexandria and Monroe, 
La., denied. May 27, p. 1104, and 
June 3, p. 1162. 

Topeka Traffic yw ON vs. 
et al.; case 7024 (37 I. C. C., 598. “601. 
Jan, 29, p. 261. 

Ulland Coal Co. vs. L. & N. et al.; case 
7860; coal (38 I. C. C., 704-706). May 
6, p. 950. 

Union Lumber Co. vs. G. C. & S. F. 
Ry. Co.; case 7653 (37 I. C. C., 225- 
229). Upon complaint that the de- 
fendant unlawfully refuses to switch 
cars to and from the complainant’s 
sawmill at Milvid, Tex., or to pay the 
complainant for performing the serv- 
ice with its own power, and that the 
defendant unjustly discriminates 
against the complainant in that it 
pays allowances to the complainant’s 
competitors for performing switching 
services under similar circumstances; 
Held, That the evidence fails to show 
that the defendant’s refusal to per- 
form a switching service for the com- 
Plainant or to pay the complainant 
for performing the service for itself is 
unlawful; and that it is not shown 
that the complainant is subjected to 
undue discrimination within the mean- 
ing of the act. Jan. 8, p. 70. 

Union Sulphur Co. et al. vs. B. & O. 
et al.; case 7546; part of fourth sec- 
tion application 1772 (39 I. C. C., 349- 
352). (1) Increased rates on crude 
sulphur and brimstone from Atlantic 
ports to points in Central Freight As- 
sociation territory found justified. 
\2) That portion of fourth section ap- 
Plication No. 1772 for authority to 
continue rates on brimstone and 
crude sulphur from Baltimore, Md., 
to Cheboygan, Mich., which are lower 
than the rates contemporaneously 
applicable on like traffic to Alpena, 
Mich., and other intermediate points 
on the Detroit & Mackinac Ry., de- 
nied. June 38, p. 1168. 

U. S. Steel Lock Co. vs. C. M. & St. P. 
et al.; case 7787 (38 I. C. C., 542-544), 
Second-hand rate applied by defend- 
ants to the transportation of iron 
door locks with bronze trimmings and 
third-class rate applied to iron door 
locks, from Lyons, Iowa, to St. Louis, 
Mo., found to be unreasonable. Rates 
not in excess of fourth class, subject 
to Illinois classification, for the trans- 
portation from Lyons, Iowa, to St. 
Louis, Mo., or iron or steel locks with 
or without brass or bronze trimmings 
in straight or mixed carloads pre- 
scribed for the future. Reparation 
awarded. April 15, p. 792. 

Updike Elevator Co. et al. vs. C. R. I. 
& P. et al.; case 7721; oats and corn 
(38 I. C. C., 687-688). May 6, p. 949. 

Updike Grain Co. vs. C. St. P. M. & O. 
et al.; case 7562 (38 I. C. C., 616-617). 
April 22, p. 836. 

Utah Wholesale Grocery Co. vs. N. & 
W. et al.; peanuts; case 6636 (39 I. C. 
ed 345- 346). June 3, pp. 1143 and 


Vacherie Cypress Co. vs. T. & P. et al.; 
cypress laths; case 7956 (38 I. C. C., 
539-540). April 15, p. 790, and May 
13, p. 1003. 

Vandenboom-Stimson Lumber Co. et al. 
vs. St. L. I. M. & S.; case 6960 and 
others (38 I. C. C., 432-440). Rates 
charged by defendants for the trans- 
portation of hardwood logs and bolts 
in carloads from points in Arkansas, 
Louisiana and Oklahoma to Memphis, 
Tenn., found unreasonable and unduly 
prejudicial. Scale of reasonable maxi- 
mum _ rates. prescribed. Reparation 
awarded. April 8. p. 732. 

Virginia-Carolina Chemical Co. vs. L. 
& N. et al.; case 6923; nitrate of soda 
p< Cc. C., 658-659). June 17, p. 

Virginia-Carolina Chemical Co. vs. S. 
A. L.; case 7958; kainit (39 I. C. C., 

660). June 17, p. 1288. 


Warren Webster Co. vs. P. & R. et al.; 
case 8040; feed-water heaters (38 I. C. 
C., 499- 500). April 8, 743. 

Water carriers; in.re re ations between 
carriers by rail and carriers by water; 
saqet to Senate resolution 324 (39 

C. C., 1-87). May 13, p. 1014. 

Waiedeplacies Mfg. Co. vs. Pere Mar- 
quette R. R. Co. et al.; case 7900 (37 
I. C. C., 398-399). Charges collected 

_for the transportation of pieces of 
steel left after automobile bodies had 
been cut from the original steel sheets 
not shown to have been unreason- 
ag Complaint dismissed. Jan. 15, 
p. 

Wattam, W. H., et al. vs. N. P. Ry. Co. 
et al.; case 7071 (37 I. C. C., 101-102). 
Refrigeration charges on a carload of 
bananas shipped from Galveston, Tex., 
to Livingston, Mont., not found to 
have been unreasonable. Complaint 
dismissed. Jan. 1, p. 14. 

be ae se Co. et al. vs. C. C. 

& St. L. et al.; case 7436 (38 I. C. 
&. 288-289). Present rating and rates 
applied by defendants for the trans- 
portation of carburetors in less than 
carloads from Chicago, Ill., and In- 
dianapolis, Ind., to San Francisco and 
Los Angeles, Cal. Portland, Ore., and 
Seattle, Wash., found to be unreason- 
able. April 1, ’p. 689. 

Wellington Mines Co. vs. C. & S. et 
al.; case 5931 (39 I. C. C., 202-207). 
(1) Increased through rates on_ zinc 
concentrates from Breckenridge, Colo., 
to Bartlesville and Collinsville, Okla., 
found not to have been justified in 
respect of the component applicable 
from Breckenridge to Denver, Colo. 
Reasonable proportional rate pre- 
scribed for the future. (2) The ship- 
ments on which reparation is asked 
exceeded in value per ton the value 
of the ore on which the rate here 
prescribed is predicated, and _ there- 
fore complainant is not entitled to 
reparation. May 27, p. 1094. 


West Lumber Co. vs. M. K. & T. 
Tex. et al.; case 7910 (38 I. C. 
746). May 13, p. 993. 

West Lumber Co. vs. St. LL. & S. F. et 
al.; case 7640 (38 I. C. C., 401-404). 
Rates charged by defendants for the 
transportation of coal in carloads from 
Bonanza, Huntington, Hackett and 
Hoffman, Ark., to Onalaska, Tex., 
found to have been unreasonable and 
unjustly discriminatory. Reparation 
awarded. April 8, p. 722. 

West Salem Canning Co. vs. C. & N. 
W. et al.; case 6782; portions of 
fourth section applications 2188 and 
2741 (39 I. C. C., 341-344). (1) Rate 
charged on canned peas, in packages, 
in carloads, from West Salem, Wis., 
to St. Paul and Minneapolis, Minn., 
found unreasonable and unjustly dis- 
criminatory to the extent that it ex- 
ceeded 18 cents per 100 pounds. Rep- 
aration awarded. (2) Defendants au- 
thorized to continue rates on canned 
peas in packages, in carloads, from 
La Crosse, Wis., to St. Paul, which 
are lower than those contemporane- 
ously maintained from West Salem 
and intermediate points, provided the 
present rates from the intermediate 
points are not exceeded and that the 
rates from said intermediate points 
do not exceed the lowest combination. 
June 3, p. 1167. 

Western advanced rate case; rate in- 
creases in Western classification ter- 
ritory, part 3; I. and S. 655 (38 I. C. 
C., 94-97). (1) Proposed increase 
from 30,000 pounds to 40,000 pounds 
in the minimum carload weight on 
grain products and from 40,000 pounds 
to 50,000 pounds in the minimum car- 
load weights on wheat and rye found 
justified. (2) Following 1915 Western 
Rate Advance Case, 35 I. C. C., 497, 
603-611, proposed increased rates on 
bituminous coal from Illinois mines 
and other points to. points west of the 
Mississippi River found justified. (3) 
Cancellation of the —_—, interstate 
commodity rate on gas coke in car- 
loads from St. Charles, Mo., to St. 
Louis, Mo., found justified. (4) Pro- 
posed increased rates on broomcorn 
from points in Kansas and Oklahoma 
to points in Colorado and New Mexico 
not justified. (5) Proposed increased 
rates on wheat and corn between Ar- 
kansas stations on the St. Louis & 
San Francisco Railroad and Memphis, 
Tenn., justified. March 11, p. 543. 

Western Rate Advance ow, 1915, tng 
2; I. and S. 606. (37 I. oa 114- 65) 


(1) Proposed bi RB carload rates 
on agricultural implements justified 




























































































































except to points in Louisiana, and to 
those points not justified. (2) Pro- 
posed increased ecarload rates on 
canned goods in western trunk _ line 
territory justified. (3) Proposed in- 
creased carload rates on flue lining 
in western trunk line territory justi- 
fied. (4) Proposed increased carload 
rates on eggs from points in Kansas 
and other points to southwestern 
points not justified. (5) Proposed in- 
creased carload rates on cider and 
vinegar from interstate points to Kan- 
sas and Missouri not justified. (6) 
Proposed increased carload rates on 
beauxite ore to certain points justified 
and to certain other points not justi- 
fied. (7) Proposed increased carload 
rates on boots and shoes, leather and 
boot and shoe findings between Mis- 
souri manufacturing points and inter- 
state points justified; proposed less- 
than-carload rates between same 
points and increases in carload mini- 
ma not justified. (8) Proposed in- 
creased rates on dried and evaporated 
fruits in portions of western trunk 
line territory justified. (9) Proposed 
readjustment of rates to Louisiana 
not justified. (10) Proposed increased 
carload rates on furniture from Kan- 
sas City and other points to Okla- 
homa groups 6, 7 and 8 justified; pro- 
posed increase to Oklahoma group 9 
not justified. (11) Proposed increased 
less-than-carload rates to and from 
manufacturing points in Missouri on 
various commodities found unlawful 


when made to vary with quantity 
shipped; other proposed increases 
justified. (12) Proposed charges for 


switching ‘“‘run-by and setback’’ grain 
justified. (13) Proposed transit 
charges on fruits and vegetables in 
western trunk line and trans-Missouri 
territory justified. (14) Proposed in- 
creases upon miscellaneous items jus- 
_ others not justified. Jan. 1, p. 
17. 

Westport Stone Co.; 
Ways case; p. 672. 


Wilcox, Asa, vs. Erie R. R. et al.; po- 
tatoes; case 7879 (38 I. C. C., 583-584). 
April 15, p. 798. 

Wilhoit ogee | co re MM. x. & F.; 
case 8021 (38 I. C. C., 358-360). April 
1, p. 675. 

Wilkes, J. H., & Co. vs. A. G. S. et al.; 
case 6332; blackstrap molasses (39 I. 
C. C., 447-448). June 17, p. 1266. 

Williams Stave Co. vs. La. Ry. & Nav. 
Co.; ease 8094; stave bolts (39 I.-C. 
C., 553-555). June 17, p. 1268. 

Woodland Lumber Co. vs. Norfolk 
Southern et al.: case 8062; lumber 
(38 I. C. C., 709-710). May 20, p. 
1041, and May 27, p. 1099. 

Woolson Spice Co. vs. P. Co. et al.; 
case 7925 (39 I. C. C., 583-585). De- 
fendants’ refusal to include trap cars 
used by complainant within the terms 
of the so-called average agreement 
found to be without lawful tariff au- 
thority. Reparation awarded. June 
17, p. 1281. 

Worn, G. R., et “al. vs. Boca & Loyalton 
R. R. Co. et al.; case 4952 (37 I. C. C., 
283-284). Upon rehearing, finding in 
original report that complainants were 
entitled to reparation reversed and 
on. for reparation denied. Jan. 15, 
p. 128. 

Wyeth Hardware & Mfg. Co. vs. A. T. 
& S. F. et al.; case 8137 (39 I. C. C., 
697-700). Rates for the transporta- 
tion of harness and saddlery, boxed, 
from St. Joseph, Mo., to the Atlantic 
and Gulf ports, for export, not shown 
carloads of cattle from North Fort 
Worth, Tex., to Big Horn Wye (Har- 
din), Mont., branded at Clearmont, 
Wryo., not shown to have been unrea- 
sonable or unjustly discriminatory. 
Complaint dismissed. March 4, p. 477. 


see Industrial Rail- 





Decisions of Interstate Commerce Com- 


mission: their practical use; paper by 
Frank Van Slyck; p. 84. 
Defects in cars (Legal Dept.); p. 1248. 


Delay in delivery (Legal Dept.); p. 1116. 

Delay in delivery (Legal Dept.); p. 808. 

Delayed shipments; loss of sales by (Legal 
Dept.); Pp. 1349. 

Delivery, by carrier, terminates contract 
to have been unreasonable or unjustly 
discriminatory. June 24, p. 1338. 

Zelnicker, W. A., Supply ‘Co. vs. C. R. 
I. & P. et al.; case 6948: steel car 
trucks, used (39 I. C. C., 475-476). 
June 17, p. 1266. 

Zelnicker, W. A., Supply Co. vs. M. K. 
& T. et al.; case 7559 (37 I. C. C., 
615-616). Jan. 29, p. 260. 


Zimmerman, D. B., vs. R. IL & P. 
et al.; case 7405 (38 I, & C., 118-119). 
Charges for the transportation of six 

(Legal Dept.); p. 37. 

Demurrage; average agreement on cars 
stopped for unloading (Legal Dept.); 


p. 400. 
Demurrage; Darling & Co. vs. P. C. C. 
es. L.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 


Demurrage; cars consigned to non-agency 
stations (Legal Dept.); p. 559. 

Demurrage; National Clay Works vs. M. 
> Fe L.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 

Demurrage; progressive charges author- 
ized in Official Classification; p. 706. 

Demurrage; report of N. I. T. L. Com- 
mittee; p. 798. 

Demurrage; Supreme Court decision in 
_— Paper Co. vs. C. & N. W.; Pp. 

Derailment; report on ooomens of B. & 
O. at Eighty-Four, Pa.; p. 

Detroit reconsigning case; Detroit Coal 
Co. vs. M. C.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 


p. 117. 

Dettlebach, Edward, vs. C. C. C. & St. 
L.; Supreme Court decision; p. 223. 
Direct routing to relieve car shortage; 
communication from B. B. Shepherd; 


p. 811. 
Discrimination by absorption of freight 
charges; Federal Trade Commission 


Conference Ruling 41; p. 


Docking; Andreas Gunderson vs. Gulf & 
Shiv Tsland; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
p. 1339. 

i authority of (Legal Dept.); 
Dp. : 

Driscoll. H. D.; Commissioner Waco 
Chamber of Commerce; p. 1027. 

Drummond, B. J.; traffic manager Omaha 
Alfalfa Milling Co.; p. 372. 

Duplicate shipments: express charges 


(Legal Dept.); p. 1017. 
Dyestuffs; investigation by 
pp. 602, 934. 


EDITORIAL. 

Adamson, Congressman; attitude on 
Pomereme bill;. pp. 878, 942, 989, 1037. 

So bill enlarging Commission; p. 


commission; 





Advertising of freight facilities; 
237, 573. 

Boat line ownership; p. 469. 

Brandeis, L. D.; appointment to Su- 
preme Court; pp. 293, 341, 429, 717, 
1085. 

Canadian regulation of carriers; p. 293. 

Car shortage; pp. 381, 469. 

Commission, Interstate Commerce; 
amount of work done; p. 1037. 

Congestion and co-operation; p. 509. 

Congestion of freight; Boston action, 
pp. 717, 829; lessons from, p. 1141. 

— of decisions; publication of; p. 


pp. 53, 


Efficiency in railroad operation; p. 429. 
. Efficiency in car loading; p. 
—. hour day for trainmen; Di. 781, 
Extravagance, railroad; p. 1213. 
Fourth section amendment; pp. 621, 
661, 830, 877. 
— car movement; efficiency of; p. 


Government ownership of railroads in 
Canada; p. 1326. 

Kanotex case; thraugh rate higher than 
combination; pp. 5, 53, 102. 

Keogh, John W.; charges against the 
Commission; p. 1141 


Legislation; misrepresentation in Con- 
gress; p. 
Market places and railroads; p. 509. 


MeVann, E. J.; address on Federal vs. 
State regulation; p. 573. 

Opinion numbers; use resumed in The 
Traffic World; p. 574. 

Pass .evil, the railroads and the; p. 941. 

“a and state commissions; pp. 5, 941, 
1085. 

Passenger tr-ffic, 
dling: p. 382. 

Pooling of freight cars; p. 1213. 


local; economic han- 


Regulation; congressional investigation 
of; pp. 165. 296, 342, 429, 1142. 
Regulation; exclusive federal; pp. 101, 


165, 293, 573, 1261, 1325. 
Saving money on freight; p. 829. 
Shortening the record; p. 381. 
Simplification of tariffs; p. 989. 
State commissioners and interstate 

rates; p. 166. 

Statistics of railways; figures show an 

anomaly: pn. 989. 
Thorne, Clifford; eriticism in 

Iowa; p. 166. 

Transcontinental rates: pp. 877, 1037; 
see also fourth section amendment. 

Trust laws and railroads: p. 877. 

Underwood, Senator O. W.; advocates 
higher rates; p.° 342. 


press 
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Wages; Commission control of; p. 1261. 
= competition with rail rates; p. 
0 





Egg packing, etc.; government demon- 
stration car; p. 927. 

Eight hour day; pp. 431, 450, 798, 923, 924, 
925, 1087; see also editorial. 

Electricity in handling freight (Short 
Haul Dept.); p. 145. 

Elliott, Howard; address before U. S. 
Chamber of Commerce on “The Malady 
of the Railways;’’ p. 361. 

Embargo; fighting with trucks; p. 927. 

Embargo; resolution for investigation of- 
fered by Senator Walsh, p. 90; resolu- 
tion sidetracked, pp. 144, 324; New 
Haven tells how to present it; p. 1202. 

Embargo; excuses delay in delivery 
(Legal Dept.); p. 642. 

oom, notice of (Legal Dept.);  p. 
752. 

Employers’ Liability; Supreme Court de- 
cision in case of Gray vs. Osborne, re- 
ceiver for Chattanooga Southern; p. 845. 

Employers’ Liability; Supreme Court de- 
a in Wiles vs. Great Northern; p. 
90. 

Empty carriers, returned; rates on tin 
ecans.and other commodities between 
California and points in other states; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 175. 

Empty cars; City Ice Delivery Co. vs. 
Pere Marquette et al.; see decisions of 
Lc. C.: wp. Feat 

Equipment depreciation order; p. 1363. 

Fisch, Rep.; bill for block signals; p. 56. 

Evidence of loss (Legal Dept.); p. 276. 


Explosives; Aetna Powder Co. vs. Wa- 
bash et al; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
p. 1094. 


Export Regulations; comparison of old 


eo with new ones in T. D. 35969; p. 

6. 

Iixport rates; equalization of Norfolk and 
Charleston; pp. 973, 1040. 

Express charges for return movement 
(Legal Dept.); p. 327. 

Express Co.; delivery to point without 
agency (Legal Dept.); p. 487. 


Express Co. operations; I. C. C. reports; 
September, p. 225; October, p. 371; No- 
vember, p. 512; December and _e six 
months’ period. p. 880; January, p. 1020; 
February, p. 1356. 

Express tariffs, posting of; 
issued; p. 502. 

Eyvysmans, J. L.; general freight agent, 
P. R. R.; p. 1025. 

Fabrication in transit, at Greenville, Pa.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 176. 

False billing; Supreme Court decision in 
Union Manufacturing Co. & J. T. Prince 
case; p. 744. 

Farrell, T. R.; assistant general freight 
agent Wabash Ry. Co.; p. 228 

Federal Trade Commission, conference 
rulings 19 and 22, p. 343; conference rul- 
ing 41, p. 601. 

Federal Trade Commission; pipe line re- 
port; pp. 471, 483. 

Fernald; G. H., Jr.; chief of legal dept. 
Boston & Albany R. R.; p. 286. 

Ferromanganese to western points; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 177. 

Ferry control; bill introduced by Senator 
Kern; p. 144. 

Fertilizer; Darling & Co. vs. P. C. Cc. & 
St. L.; see decision of I. C. C.; p. 182. 

Fertilizer; F. S. Royster Guano Co. vs. 


revised rule 


a. i et al.; see decisions of I. C. 
C.; p. Ste. 
Fertilizer; Mount Pleasant Fertilizer Co. 


vs. N. re) & N. E. et al., 

section aprlication; 

Sc. fs um 
Fertilizer; Navassa Guano Co. vs. Cc. M. & 


and fourth 
see decisions of I. 


= "1083. et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
Fish: “I. H. Taffe vs. American Express 
Co. et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 


212. 

Fishback, J. H.; joins Traffic Service Bu- 
reau; pp. 101, 104. 

Fittz, T. H.; general claim agent E. & I; 
p. 1203. 

Fitzhugh. E. W.; communication on trac- 
ing freight: p. 759. 

Flickinger, R.; paper on opportunities of 
the traffic man: p. 416. 

Flippin, B. M.; assistant to general traf- 
fic manager, T. & P. Ry.; p. 1075. 

Flour; Flour City S. S. Co. et al. vs. Le- 
high Valley et al.; see decisions of I. C. 
C.; p. 963. 

Fourth section amendment; communica- 
tion from H. G. Wilson, pp. 702, 763; 
communication from E. H. Parker, p. 
812: communication from J. R. Schurz, 
p. 863; p. 879. See also editorial. 

Fourth section notice to carriers; p. 774. 

Frank, Leo. lynching; a cause for repara- 
tion; p. 511. 
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Frauds and false claims; some San Fran- 
cisco cases; p. 134. 

Free transportation; Supreme court de- 
cision in Ill. Cent., Y. & M. V. et al. 
vs. V. P. Messina; ’D. 606. 

Freer, G. M.; proposed for member of 
Commission: Pp. 1360. 

Freezing, injury to shipments by (Legal 
Dept.); p. 751. 

— bills; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 


Freight car movement; efficiency of; edi- 
torial, p. 341. 

Freight handling; saving 
damage claims; p. 1063. 

he trains, shorter, and the shippers; 
p. 923. 

Fresh meat and packing house products; 
Cc. F. A. territory rates; see’ decisions 
et Cc. C.: @ St. 

Fruit, auctioning of; Andrews Bros. Co. 
et al. vs. P. R. R. Co. et al.; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 534. 

Fruits and berries; C. H. Robinson Co. 
vs. American Express et al.; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 955. 

Fruits and vegetabies from Grand Rap- 
ids; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 210. 

Fruits and vegetables from Norfolk, Va.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 691. 

Full crew; Arkansas law upheld by U. S. 
Supreme court; pp. 718, 745. 

Galligan, C. W.: assistant freight traffic 
manager, C. & A: p. 1313. 


in loss and 


Glass bottles; Cumberland Glass Mfg. Co. 
R 


vs. P. . R. et al.; see decisions of 
I. C. C.: p. 346. 

Glass bottles; I. T. Axton vs. K. & M. et 
al.; portions of fourth section applica- 
tions 1952 of L. & N. and 4966 of C. & 
O.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 132. 

Glass shipments poorly packed; p. 230. 


Glucose; J. C. Hubinger Bros. Co. vs. A. 
T. & S. F. et al.; see decisions of I. C. 
C.: p. 1887. 


Goldmark, Herbert; communication on 
measure of damages for delay by car- 
rier; p. 1201. 

Government ownership of railroads; p. 
383. See also Editorial. 

Grade crossings; bill of Rep. Rainey; p. 
56. 

Grain, distillers’ dried; S. J. Greenbaum 
Co. vs. Southern et al.; see decisions of 
I. C.-©:: p. 964 

Grain to Arkansas points; 
of I. C. C.:; p. 1341. 

Grain; Commercial Exchange of Phila- 
delphia vs. P. R. R.; see decisions of I. 
C. C.3ep. 9522 

Grain, reconsignment of; Commercial Ex- 
change of Philadelphia vs. N. Y. C. & 
H. R. et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
p. 793. 

Grain, to California points; 
“art. co. fa hk Fee 

Grain; Illinois grain loss suits; communi- 
cation from E. B. Hitchcock; p. 599. 

Grain; export case; I. and S. 623; rehear- 
ing granted; p. 486. 

Grain; export grain case; 
ot. ¢. f.; oo. &. 

Grain from Manitowoc, Wis.; 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 199. 

Grain doors; leakage through defective 
(Legal Dept.); p. 451. 

Grain doors; Supreme court decision in 
case of Loomis vs. Lehigh Valley; p. 
270. 

Grain transit rules at Buffalo; 
cisions of I. C. C.: p. 1280. 

Grain transit: Board of Trade of Chicago 
vs. Ann Arbor et al.; see decisions of 
i. & Cs mo See. 

Grain, hay, etc.; Goldcamp Mill Co. vs. 
Me W.; see decisions of I. C. C.; P. 
1 

Grape fruit and oranges: Lindsay & Co., 
Ltd., et al. vs. N. P. et al.; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 578. 

Grapes; better packing for (Short Haul 
Dept.); p. 411. 

Great Lakes Transit Co.; pp. 446, 693, 831, 
851, 1023. 

Greenville, Pa.; fabrication in transit; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 176. 

Griffin, I. M.; assistant freight traffic 
manager, T. & P.; p. 1313. 

Gross, J. M.; assistant general freight 
agent, P. R. R.; p. 1025. 

Halyard, Leroy: traffic manager, Geo. C. 
Brown & Co.; p. 1027. 

Hamilton, Arthur: general freight agent, 
Central R. R. of N. J.; p. 92. 

Hanaway, C. M.; communication on 
southeastern tariffs; p. 283. 

Harness and saddlery; Wyeth Hardware 
and Mfg. Co. vs. A. T. & S. F. et al.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1338. 

Harness. to Oklahoma; see decisions of 
i. ¢. CG: p, 7s. 


see decisions 


see decisions 


see decisions 


see de- 


see de- 


Harrison, G. E.; writes of car seal records 
and claims; p. 601. 

Hashagen, J. D.; communication on the 
etiquette of correspondence, p. 283; 
New Haven-Sound Line case, p. 545; 
Pomerene bill, p. 811; advice for the 
= man, p. 864; the shipping bill, p. 
1201. 

Hay, minimum of weight; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 1053. 

Hearing; what constitutes one; p. 167. 

Heinemann, C. B.: talks on duties, etc., 
or industrial traffic manager; p. 88. 


HELP FOR TRAFFIC MAN. 


Application of rates; pp. 43, 151, 152. 
ao > requiring more than one car; 


ane agreement; pp. 564, 1311, 1359. 
Bill of lading impossible to execute; p. 


p. 1128. 
Blanket rate; p. 
Bowling Green ease; p. 1311. 
Buffalo, rates from; p. 367. 
Bunching statements; p. 1128. 
Citrus fruits, rating on; p. 151. 
Classification of plate glass; p. 81. 
Classification, exceptions to; p. 496. 
Classification of empty boxes; p. 603. 
Combination of rates; p. 281. 
Combination less than through rate; pp. 

977, 1029, 1128. 
Commission decision cited; p. 815. 
Concurrence, issuing of, p. 977. 
Decisions cited; p. 1029. 
Demurrage; p. 282. 
Demurrage rules; p. 977. 
Demurrage, collection of; p. 417. 
Demurrage on tank cars; p. 333. 
Distance tariffs; p. 282. 
Diversion, charge for; p. 1205. 
Diversion of fruit in transit; p. 495. 
Fabrication in transit; p. 417. 
Fourth section provisions; p. 769. 
Fruit; diversion in transit; p. 650. 
Hay or corn knives; rating on; p. 1030. 
Legal rate on shipment; p. 1311 
Length and width of cars; p. 563. 
Liability for shortage; p. 44. 
Minimum carload weight; p. 1359. 
> a River crossing combinations; 
Pp. > 

Mixed shipment; p. 81. 
Mixed shipments; p. 221. 
Mixed carloads; p. 282. 
Overcharge claims; p. 865. 
Plate glass classification; p. 281. 
Preferential rates; p. 649. 
Rate not dependent on use; p. 769. 
Refrigerator car charge; p. 496. 
a of shipment by consignee; p. 


Billing of shipment; 
43. 


Reparation; ground for; p. 333. 
Reswitching: charge for; p. 1029. 
Routing instructions; p. 81. 
Routing of shipments; p. 221. 
Routing of shipments; p. 814. 
Routing of shipment by carrier; p. 
Service, question of better; p. 367. 
Sewer pipe and drain tile; p. 650. 
— over two or more lines; p. 
Shipment to point not on line; p. 563. 
State and interstate rates; pp. 417, 563. 
Tank cars, contents of; pp. 769, 865. 
Tariff; interpretation of; p. 649. 
Tariff incapable of enforcement; p. 81. 
Through rate. making of; pp. 814, 923. 
Through routing; pp. 814, 865. 
Western Trunk Line Tariffs; p. 1205. 


AHlepburn, W. P.; death of; p. 344. 
Hickman, J. R.; supervisor freight house 
operations, C. R. I. & P.; p. a 
a to , Bowsee Mass.; see decisions of 
Hitchcock, E. B: writes of Illinois grain 

loss suits; p. 599. 

Hoboken Shore Road; p. 1357. 

Hogs; Omaha Packing Co. vs. C. M. & 
St. os et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
p. q 

Hogs; John J. Felin & Co., Inc., vs. P. 
& R.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 108. 

Hoops, from Chaffee, Mo.; see decisions 
ef-s. C. C.s. ¥..-Faee 

Humphrey bill: p. 586. 

= | Pa Ae SAS of L. E. W.; p. 

Ice; Eagle Ice Co. et al. vs. C. M. & St. 
P et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 

Ice; Hygienic Ice Co. vs. C. & N. W. et 
al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 180. 

Industrial railings; tariffs filed establish- 
ing new terminal allowances; p. 810 

Industrial Railways case, 2d; see deci- 
sions of J. C. C.; p. 241. 

Industrial Railways case (case 4181 and 
I. and S. 414); reopened by I. C. C.; 


74. 
Railways case, 2d: Westport 


p. 
Industrial 
Stone Co. and Big Four Stone Co.; 


706. 


e 
in re allowances to short lines of rail- 
road serving industries; cancellation 
of rates in connection with small lines 
in Official Classification; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 672. 

Industrial railways; in re Muncie & 
a see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 

a. 

Industrial Railway case; Pittsburgh Steel 
Co. et al. vs. P. & L. E.; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 1103. 


Industrial roads; allowances to; com- 
munication from H. M. Welker; p. 1307. 


Infelt, Orie; communication on bill of 
lading; p. 409. 


Injury beyond carrier’s control; 
of proving (Legal Dept.); p. 55 

Injury to shipment by freezing (Legal 
Dept.); p. 88. 

Inspection, consignee’s right of (Legal 
Dept.); p. 1192. 

Inspection of C. O. D. express shipments 
(Legal Dept.); p. 78. 

Inspection of goods; 
(Legal Dept.); p. 698. 

Inspection of goods, unauthorized, 
consignee (Legal Dept.); p. 275. 

Iron; cast-iron pipe from N. C. 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 540. 

Iron; National Rolling Mill Co. vs. C. & 
E. I. et al.; fourth section apPlication 
2045; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 523. 

Iron ore rate case; hearing, p. 133; argu- 
ment, p. 819. 

Iron pipe; Knapp Supply Co. vs. Ohio 
Electric Ry. Co.; see decisions of I. C. 
C.; p. 884. 

Iron pipe; J. F. Lucey Co. vs. A. T. & 

, ; see decisions of I. C. C.; 


burden 


consignee’s right 
by 


points; 


New Monarch Machine & 
Stamping Co. vs. Indiana Harbor Belt 
R. R. et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 


scrap; Isaac Joseph Iron Co. vs. 
Morgan’s La. & Tex. R. R. & S. S. Co. 
et al.; fourth section application 461; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 345. 

Iron and steel lumber wagons; 
Roberts Hardware and Supply Co., 
Ltd., vs. A. & V. et al.; see decisions 
of I. C..C\; om Sti. 

Iron and steel; in re iron and steel arti- 
cles from Pittsburgh territory to Pa- 
cific Coast ports; see decisions of I. 
C. C.; p. 682. 

Iron and steel, from Pacific Coast points; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 790. 

Iron and steel articles; rates to Spokane 
and other points; see decisions of I. C. 
C.; p. 948. 

Iron (scrap) and steel (old rails); Joseph 
Joseph Bros. & Co. vs. Maine Central 
et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 993. 

Iron and steel articles; C. Pardee Works 
vs. C. R. R. of N. J. et al.; see deci- 
sions of I. C. C.; p. 1051. 

[ron and_ steel articles; Casey-Hedges 
Co. et al. vs. C. N. O. & T. P.; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 1292. 

Jackson, H. A.; general traffic manager 
— Northern Pacific S. S. Co.; p. 

James, Charles C.; 
making; p. 403. 

Johnson, A. C.; general traffic manager 
Cc. & N. W.; Pp. 1361 

Johnston, J. H.; communications on uni- 
formity of regulation; pp. 458, 576. 

Joint rates with terminal Co.; East Jer- 
sey R. R. & T. Co. vs. C. R. R. of N. J. 
et al.; Southern Cotton Oil Co. vs. East 
Jersey R. R. & T. Co. et al.; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 174. 

—_ the Isaac, case; pp. 602, 773, 991, 

Kanotex case; through rates higher than 
combination; communication from W. 
H. Powell, p. 141; letter from vice- 
president and general manager of in- 
terstate road and letter from an at- 
torney, p. 280; communication from W. 
A. Moore, p. 365; a correction, p. 365; 
communication from S. A. Poyer, p. 409 
(see also editorial). 

Keating bill; pp. 238, 511. 

Kelley, F.; general traffic manager 
Wheeling & Lake Erie; p. 286. 

Kelly, Wa. Milling Co.: communication 
on car seal records and claims; p. 702. 

Keogh, John W.; charges against the 
Commission; Dp. 1195 (see also edi- 
torial). ; 

Klaus, H. H.; communication on Bran- 
deis appointment; p. 365. 

Labor, railroad; pp. 383, 1087. 

Lacey, E. F.; assistant secretary N. I. 
T. L.; p. 607. 

La Follette seaman’s law; chamber of 
commerce referendum; p. 590. 

Lake and rail rate cancellations; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 626. 


Brown- 


valuation in rate 
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Lake lines divorce case; pp. 647,~ 693 
(see also Lehigh Valley). 

Lake routes, rates via _ rail-and-lake 
routes; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 122. 

Landes, Car] K.; communication on cen- 
tral Pupeation of carriers; p. 141 


Large, R. H.; coal traffic manager, P. R. 
R.; p. — 

Larsson, A.; ideas on shortening the rec- 
ord; p. 1069. 


Leased tracks; operating trains 
(Legal Dept.); p. 560. 

Lee, Blewett; article on railway regula- 
tion in Canada; p. 293. 


over 





LEGAL DEPARTMENT. 


Advance charges, allowances for, to be 
published; p. 751. 

Average agreement; status of returned 
empty cars; p. 

Billing L. C. L. as “C. L.; p. 807. 

Bill < lading; shipper refusing to sign; 


p. 4 
Bill of lading; conclusiveness of; p. 966. 
Caposting of rate by supplement; p. 
Carrier, duty of, to transport goods; p. 


Cars; basis for distributing; p. 37. 

Com: time within which to file; p. 

Claim; waiving time in which to file; 
p. 4 

a time within which to file; p. 

Claims, covered by notice; p. 752. 

Classification proceeding; proper par- 
ties to; p. 327. 

Combination of shipments, 
p. 1191. 

ee ae shipments, value not stated; 
p 

Confiscated goods; charges on; p. 217. 

= of property by passenger; p. 

Cummins amendment; shipments deliv- 
ered prior to; p. 451. 

Cummins amendment; measure of dam- 
ages under; p. 922. 

Damage, measure of, in lost shipment; 
p. 1115. 


right of; 


Damages, measure of, in lost ship- 
ments; p. 1248. 
Damages, special; notice concerning; p. 


wy to goods without market value; 

p. b 

Damages, 
p. 327. 

Damages, special; carrier not ordinarily 
liable for; p. 217. 

oapeee oe cars, furnished by shippers; 
Pp. ‘ 

Delay in delivery; p. 808. 

Delay in delivery; p. 1116. 

Delayed shipments, loss of sales by; 
p. 1349. 

Delivery, by carrier, 
tract; p. 37. 

Demurrage on cars consigned to non- 
agency stations; p. 559. 

Demurrage; average agreement on cars 
stopped for unloading; p. 400. 

Drayman; authority of; p. 36. 

Duplicate shipments; express charges; 
Dp. A 

= exduses delay in delivery; p. 

Embargoes; notice. of, by delivery line 
to initial line; p. 752. 

Evidence of loss; p. 276. 

morose charges for return movement; 
p. ‘ 

Express Co.; ‘delivery to point without 
agency; p. 487. 

wressng. injury to shipments "by; p. 


special; when recoverable; 


terminates con- 


— fans, leakage through defective; 

a 

teleey beyond carrier’s control; 
of proving; p. 559. 

Injury to shipment by freezing; p. 858. 

—— of goods; consignee’s right; 
Pp. . 

Inspection, consignee’s right of; p. 1192. 

Inspection of express ship- 
ments; p. 78. 

Inspection of goods by consignee; p. 275. 

—- tracks; operating trains over; 
Pp. 

Legal rate; published rate charged at 
time of shipment; p. 1 

Liability of initial carrier; D. 1116. 

Liability for freight charges; . 965. 

Liability of consignor and consignee; p. 


921. 
Liability; 
. 642. 
Liability, carrier’s, as insurer; p. 641. 
Liability; consignment destroyed in 
transit by lightning; p. 452. 


aa — aa of initial carrier, for damage; 
Te. 


burden 


injury to import shipments; 


Live stock; stopping in transit; 
Loading of goods, improper; p. 
Loss or injury, proof or; p. 698. 

Loss; burden of proving; p. 965. 
Loss in import shipments; ?. 1192. 
7 shipment, freight de uction; 


p. 77. 
07. 


neg haere: freight deduction; on; 

Marking on package; p. 1349. 

ee” conflicting with bill of lading; 
p. ‘ 

Marking on packages governs; p. 353. 

Marking on package governs; p. 137. 

Middleman; measure of damages under 
Cummins amendment; p. 922. 

Minimum weights based on cubic ca- 
pacity; p. 354. 

= carrier’s liability for; p. 


oe a arrival of interstate shipment; 
Dp 
Overcharge claims; procedure in; p. 965. 


Overcharge; time within which to re- 
cover; p. a. 
es in the state courts; p. 


Ownership f. o. b. shipments; p. 488. 

Ownership f. o. b. shipments; p. 593. 

Perishable goods; emergency sale not 
conversion; p. 217. 

Placing cars for unloading; p. 642. 

Private cars, on private tracks; demur- 
rage on; p. 921. 

Published rate, misstatement of; p. 276. 

Rate; that in effect on receipt ot ship- 
ment governs; p. 78. 

Rate; data necessary to prove reason- 
ableness; p. 400. 

Reconsignment, notice of; p. 354. 

Refund; unused portion of round-trip 
ticket; p. 401. 

Reparation; statute of limitation; p. 78. 

— with advance charges; p. 

—a shipments; reduced rates on; 
p. ’ 

Reweighing carload freight; p. 594. 

Reweighing; computing charges; p. 1067. 

Route, shipping by available; p. 593. 

Sleeping car companies; duty to pro- 
‘tect property;. p. 921. 

Spur track; use of, for line haul; p. 857. 

State mileage rate; application to in- 
terstate shipments; p. 965. 

Stoppage in transit; p. 1249. 

west tare shipper’s liability for; 


p. 1067. 

Switching charges; when allowed; p. 36. 

Switching tariff; discrimination against 
commodities; p. 7. 

Taxation by states of interstate com- 
merce; p. 276. 

Telephone, arrival notice by; p. 593. 

a rate higher than combination; 
a 3 

bi ~ pa rate higher than locals; p. 

Through rate greater than sum of inter- 
mediates; p. 1066. 

Time within which to carry; p. 354. 

Transit privileges; carrier’s liability for 
misrouting; p. 327. 

a liability as common carrier; 
p. 4 

Undercharge; delivering carrier must 
collect; p. 1066. 

Undercharges; factor obtaining goods on 
undertaking to pay freight; p. 560. 
— procedure concerning: p. 
Value, at time and place of shipment; 

pp. 138, 1303. 
Weight; consignee’s remedy for shortage 
in; p. 697. 





Legal rate; published rate charged at time 
of shipment (Legal Dept.); p. 187. 
Lehigh Valley boat line case; pp. 7, 343, 
364, 384, 1039, 1057. 

Lenroot . bill to amend act; 

ae of initial carrier ‘Locat “Dept.); 
p. 111 


a oo a freight charges (Legal 
ept.); . 

Liability ry eonsignor and _ consignee 
(Legal Dept.); p. 921. 

Liability; injury to import shipments 
(Legal Dept.); p 2. 

Liability, carrier’s, as insurer (Legal 


Dept.); p. 641. 

Liability; consignment destroyed in tran- 
sit by lightning (Legal Dept.); p. 452. 

Liability, of initial carrier, for damage 
(Legal Dept.); p. 77. 

Liquor; Superior Court decision in Rosen- 
berger case; pp. 879, 888. 

Live stock; stopping in transit (Legal 
Dept.); p. 77. 

Live stock and products case, No. 8436; 
a ordered by Commission; 


D. 4 

Live stock bill of lading; Supreme Court 
decision in Rankin vs. C. N. O. & T. 
P.; pp. 1108, 1176. 





Loading of goods, (Legal 
(Dept.); p. 807. 

Locks, iron — steel; ay, S. Steel Lock 
Co. vs. C. M. & St. P. et al.; see deci- 
sions of I. C. C.; p. 792. 

Locomotive; Stearns & Culver Lumber 
Co. (for Bagdad Land & Lumber Co.) 
= as & wae et al.; see decisions of I. 

178 

Lessmelive headlight rules; Nos. 29 and 
31 revised; p. 1300. 

Logs; McClean Lumber Co. vs. A. T. & 
ah et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; pD. 

Logs; H. C. Hossafous ir: P.. C. ms &S 
L.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 257. 


improper 


Logs; Indiana Veneer & cider Co., 
Inc., vs. St. L. I. M. & S. et al.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 258. 


Logs and lumber; Paducah Board of 
Trade vs. I. C. R. R. Bis et al.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; 346. 

Logs, mine-prop; E. Rickards vs. Sea- 
board 4 Line; see decisions of I. C. 
C.; 6 

Logs oe bolts; Vandenboom-Stimson 
Lumber Co. et al. vs. St. L., I M. & 
S.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 732. 

Long or bulk articles; minimum he gas 


on; see decisions of I. C. <3 665. 
Loss caer shipments the Dept. as 
p. 119 


Loss; burden of proving (Legal); p. 965.. 
Loss or injury, proof of (Legal Dept.); 


p. 698. 
Loss and damage, concealed, claims; re- 


port of N. I. T. L. Committee; Pp. 799. 
Loss and damage claims; saving in 
freight handling; p. 1063. 


LOSS AND DAMAGE DECISIONS. 
Andrews et al. vs. McGill et al. (Tex- 
as); Dp. s 
Atchison, T. & S. F. vs. Ehret et al. 
(Okla.); p. 75. 
Atchison, T. & S. F. vs. Lynn & Hud- 
son (Okla.) ; pp. 557-558. 
Atlantic C. L. vs. R. W. Glenn (U. S. 
Sup. Ct.); p. 273. 
Aultman vs. A. C. L. (Fla.); pp. 901, 
902. 
Baldwin & Riggs vs. C. R. IL & P. 
(Iowa); p. 447. 
~—, vs. A. C. L. (N. C.); pp. 1004, 
106 
Blair Horse and Mule Co. vs. St. Jo- 
seph & G. (Mo.); pp. 76, 77. 
Blalock it Co. vs. Seaboard Air 
Line (N..C.); p. 35. 
Blumenthal et al. vs. C.,R. R. of N. J. 
(N. J.); p. 225. 
Broadhead et al. vs. A. T. & S. F. 
(Kan).; pp. 696, 697. 
a a Co. vs. Hardin (W. Va.); 
p. 69 
Burkenroad, Goldsmith Co., Ltd., vs. 
Illinois Central (La.): p. 36. 
Canney vs. American Express (Mass.); 
p. 326. 
Carr- et al. va. P. B. BR. (CN. J.): pp. 
695, 696. 
Castner vs. Oregon-Washington R. R. 
& Nav. Co. (Wash.); p. 696. 
a of Ga. vs. Stamps & Co. (Ga.); 
7. 
cltuge R. I. & P. vs. Tiner (Okla.); 
p. 326. 
chtong R. I. & P. vs. Stouffer (Ind.); 
p. ‘ 
Chicago, R. I. & P. vs. Craig (Okla.); 
p. 1245. 
Cincinnati, ‘ Luke 
(Ky.); p. 1114. 
Clampitt vs. St. L. S. W. of T. (Tex.); 
p. 1194. 
Cleburne Peanut and Product Co. vs. M. 
K. & T. (Tex.); p. 1114. 
Coal and Coke Ry. vs. Buckhannon Riv- 
=. Coal and Coke Co. (W. Va.); pD. 
Cohen et al. vs. St. Louis Merchants 
“wy Terminal Ry. Co. (St. Louis); 
p. 7. 
amy M. St. P. & S. S. M. (Wis.); 
p. a 
Collin County Nat. ~_ et al. vs. Sat- 
terwhite (oes): ): 


Conley vs. C Pay _ al. (Mo.); p. 
903. 
Conroy vs. Barrett (N. Y.); p. 1193. 


Cook vs. N. P. (N. Dak.); p. 353. 

a vs. Raleigh & Gaston (Ga.); Dp. 

Dancinger Bros. vs. C. R. I.’& P. (Kan. 
City); pp. 556, 557. 

De Rochemont vs. B. & M. (N. Y.); pp. 
555, 556. 

ar a et al. vs. City of Rome (Ga.); 
p 

Doppes, J. B., Son’s Lumber Co. vs. C. 
N. O. & T. P. (Ohio); p. 135. 

D’ Utassy vs. Barrett (N. Y.); p. 854. 
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Gatewood 


me): City ee Co. vs. A. C. Le (N. 

Pp. q 

Engermann vs. D. L. & W. (N. J.); Dd. 
1114 

Exchange Nat. Bank vs. McCaffery 
(Ia.); p. oe d 

Farkas vs. G. W. & G. (Ga.); 135. 

Fish vs. Erie &. Y.):; pp. 325, do6. 

iy ye Co. vs. A. T. & S. F. 

p. 75. 

rot’ Worth & R. G. vs. Albin (Tex.); 
pp. 1245, 1246. 

Fort Worth & D. C. vs. 

(Tex.); pp. 1302, 1303. 

Fort Worth & D. C. Ry. Co. vs. Fort 
Worth Horse and Mule Co. (Texas); 
pp. 273, 274. 

Foster vs. Taylor (N. Y.); p. 748. 

Fuller vs. C. & N. W. (Neb.) p. 963. 

Grand Trunk vs. U. S. (Fed. Ct.); pp. 
748, 749. 

Greening vs. C. & N. W. (Mo.); p. 903. 

Greenwald vs. N. Y. C. (N. Y.); pp. 
1347, 1348. 

Guaranty Trust Co. of N. Y. vs. M. & 
O. (Miss.); p. 485. 

Gulf Coast Transportation Co. vs. How- 
ell et al. (Fla.); p. 486. 

Gulf, C. & S. F. vs. Rodriquez (Tex.); 
p. 1194. 

Hamlet Grocery Co. vs. Southern (N. 
C.); p. 75. 

Harrington vs. Wichita Falls & N. W. 
(Okla); p. 1065. 

ae & Co. vs. Southern (N. C.); 
Pp. 

Hill Steamboat Line vs. N. Y. C. & H. 
R. et al. (N. Y.); pp. 1301, 1302. 

Houston & T. vs. Lewis (Tex.); p. 1245. 

Howard vs. C. R. I. & P. (Mo.): Pp. 1065. 

Hull vs. C. G. W. (Mo.); p. 1348. 

Illinois Central vs. Peel (Miss.); p. 696. 

Illinois Central vs. Freeman et al. 
(Tex.):; p. 589. 

Illinois Public Utilities Commission vs. 
Cc. & N. W. (Illinois); p. 35. 

a ee & G. N. vs. Carter (Tex.); 
p. " 

International & G. N. et al. vs. Banda 
& Story (S. C.); p. 806. 

Jefferson vs. Southern Express Co. (S. 
C.); p. 135. 

Jones vs. L. & N. (Mo.); pp. 748, 749. 

Kansas City, M. & O. of T. vs. Odom 
(Tex.); pp. 1245, 1246. 

Kansas City, M. & O. Ry. Co. vs. Rus- 
sell (Tex.); p. 963. 

Kansas City, M. & O. Ry. Co. vs. Han- 
sard (Tex.); pp. 963, 964. 

Kansas City, M. & O. of Texas vs. 
Adams (Tex.); p. 557. 

Kewanee Private Utilities Co. vs. N. S. 
(Va.); p. 853. 

iia vs. N. & S. (N. C.); D. 

Kolkmeyer vs. C. & A. (Kan. City); pp. 
640, 641. 

Lamb vs. Moor (Ga.); p. 589. 

Lamy, J. A., Mfg. Co. vs. M. P. (Kan. 
City); pp. 555, 556. 

Lee vs. Erie (N. Y.); p. 1245. 
Levensen Wrecking Co. vs. N. Y. C. & 
H. R. (N. Y.); pp. 351, 352. 
Lewer vs. M. & St. L. (Minn.); p. 447. 
——7 vs. Oregon Short Line (Ill.); p. 

640. 

Louisville & N. et al. vs. U. S. et al.; 
(Fed. Ct., Tenn.); p. 75. 

a ea & N. vs. Moorer (Ala.); p. 

Louisville & N. vs. Warfield (Ga.); p 

Louisville & N. vs. E. J. O’Brien & Co. 
(Ky.); pp. 555, 556. 

Louisville & N. vs. McKay & Morgan 
(Tenn.); p. 589. 

Louisville & N. vs. Warfield & Lee 

(Ga.); p. 589. 

McHan (Ga.); D. 


Louisville & N. 
589. 
we & N. vs. 


Laon’ vs. Barrett (N. Y.); 

Mackin vs. M. & St. L. (Iowa); pp. 
1193, 1194. 

Matthews et al. vs. St. LLM. & S. 
(Ark.); p. 1245. 

Mayer vs. S. P. (N. Y.); p. 1347. 

=n vs. St. L. & S. F. (Mo.); p 
74. 

— vs. St. LL & S. F. (Mo.); p. 

Mewborn, T. W., & Co. vs. L. & N. et 
al. (N. C.); p. 76. 

Missouri, K. & T. 
(Tex.); p. 1348. 

- Myers, A. Sag: & Co. vs. N. S. et al. 


(N. C.); yg : 
& St. L. vs. Cash (Ala.); 


Nastivile, & 
Nashvilie, Cc. & St. L. vs. Farrell & 


Braley (Ala.); pp. 805, 806, 807. 


vs. 
Lynne (Mo.); p. 
p. 325. 


et al. vs. Pacheco 


Naumen vs. G. N. (Minn.); p. 76. 

Norfolk Southern vs. Norfolk Truck- 
ers’ Exchange, Inc. (Va.); pp. bar 902. 

Olivit Bros. vs. P. R. (CN. J.): pp. 
639, 640. 

Panhandle & S. F. vs. Jones (Tex.); p. 

Patterson vs. C. & A. (Mo.); p. 748. 

i vs. C. M. & St. P. (Ned.); bp. 


hea ee. T. vs. Porter (Tex.); pp. 747, 

es am Manistee & N. E. (Mich.); 
Pp. * 

Perry vs. Seaboard Air Line (N. C.); 
pp. 853, 854. 

= vs. Southern Express (S. C.); p. 

Piper vs. B. & M. (Ver.); p. 1302. 

Planters’ Cotton Oil Co., Ltd., vs. T. & 
P. (La.); p. 1064. 

Porter vs. Oceanic S. S. Co. of Savan- 
nah (Mass.); p. 805. 

Rathbone vs. Neal (La.); p. 1064. 

Rissler vs. M. P. (Mo.); pp. 854, 855. 

Ross et al. vs. M. Central (Maine); pp. 
352, 353. 

Ryley-Wilson Grocer Co. vs. St. LD & 
S. F. (Mo.); p. 1064. 

St. Louis. B. & M. et al. 
fich (Tex.); p. 1194. 

St. — I. M. & S. vs. Davis (Ark); 
p. 124 

St. L. S. W. of Texas vs. Kerr (Tex.); 
pp. 1064, 1065. 

St. Louis, I. M. & S. vs. 
(Okla.); p. 964. 

St. Louis, I. M. & S. vs. Home Oil & 
Mfg. Co. (Ark.); p. 748. 

St. Louis S. W. Ry. Co. bg Arkadelphia 
Milling Co. (Ark.); p. 

so ieee & S. F. vs. Wynn (Okla.); p. 

St. Joseph Hay and Feed Co. vs. M. P. 
et al. (Mo.); p. 1347. 

Shankle & 


(N. 


vs. Marco- 


Patterson 


San Antonio & A. P. vs. 
Lane (Tex.); p. 747. 

Schloss- Bear-Davis Co. vs. L. & N. 
C.); p. 1065. 

Seaboard Air Line vs. Mullin (Fla.); p. 
399. 

— vs. Southern Express (N. C.); p. 


Shaw vs. U. P. (Utah): pp. 75, 76, 77. 

ee vs. C. C. C. & St. L. (N. Y.); 
Pp. 

Smith vs. Maine Central (Maine); pp. 
854, 855. 

Smith vs. Missouri Pacific (Mo.); p. 854. 

Smith vs. Wabash R. R. Co. (Kan. 
City); p. 640. 


South Deerfield Onion Storage Co. vs. 
N. Y. N. H. & H. (Mass.); pp. 555, 
556, 557. 

— vs. Kimball et al. (S. C.); Dp 

Southern Express vs. Reagin (Fed. Ct.); 
pp. 351, 352. 

—— Express Co. vs. Bailey (Ga.); 
p. z. 

Southern ae vs. Potter’ Bros. 
(Tenn.); p. 748 

Southern "Express Co. vs. John Byers 
(U. S. Supreme Ct.); p. 1015. 

Southern Kansas Ry. Co. of Texas et 
al. vs. Hughey (Tex.); pp. 557, 558. 

Standard Combed Thread Co. vs. P. R. 
R. Co. (N. J.); p. 273. 

Strome vs. Lusk et al. (Mo.); p. 36. 

a vs. St. L. & S. F. (Mo.); 
p. 963. 

Texas & P. Ry. vs. 
(Tex.); p. 963. 

Texas & Pacific vs. 
(Tex.); pp. 854, 855. 

Texas & P. vs. Erwin (Tex.); 215. 

Thompson vs. A. T. & S. F. Pio.) : p. 


1348. 
Toledo, St. L. & W. R. R. Co. vs. Mil- 
p. 273. 


ner et al. (Ind.); 

Turner et al. vs. Henderson et al. 
(Tex.): p. 749. 

Uz. 8. Bxpress Co. vs. Rea et al. (Ark.); 
p 7 

Waren Horse Exchange vs. L. & 

(N. C.); pp. 640, 641. 

Wervser vs. C. & N. W. (Wis).; p. 556. 

Weinraub vs, Southern (S. C.); p. 695. 

Wells Fargo & Co. Express vs. Pugh 
(Tex.); p. 1193. 

White & Co. vs. Century Savings Bank 


of Des Moines, Ia. (Fed. Ct.); p. 903. 
Whitley vs. Gulf, C. & S. F. (Tex.); 
Whittom vs. 
City); p. 555. 
T. of Canada (Fed. Ct., 
N. Y.); p. 76. 
Yazoo & M. V. vs. Bell (Miss.); pp. 
Yazoo & M. V. vs. 
(Ark.); p. 1015. 


Eramvert et al. 
McMillen et al. 


pp. 747, 748 
Adams Express (Kan. 
Wiley vs. G. 
902, 903. 


Solomon et al. 


Lost shipment, freight deduction on 
(Legal Dept.); pp. 1115, 1349. 

Louisville & Nashville investigation; pp. 
974, 991, 1009. 

Lumber; "Andreas Gunderson vs. Gulf & 
~ a see decisions of I. C. C.; 


Liamber. classification of; pp. 342, 1059, 
1143, 1307, 1328. 

Lumber; W. H. Settle & Co. vs. A. G. S. 
Fe see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 

Lumber, from — Daa see de- 
cisions of I. Cc, 

Lumber, etc.; Memphis Freight Bureau, 
for Banning Lumber Co. et al. vs. St. 
L. I. M. & S. et al.; see decisions of 
I. C. C.; p. 1105. 

Lumber; Eastern Oregon Lumber Pro- 
ducers’ Assn. vs. C. B. Q. et al.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1097. 

Lumber; Nona Mills Co., Ltd., vs. K. C. 
og al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 

Lumber; Eastern and Western Lumber 
Co. vs. S. P. Co. et al.; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 949. 

Lumber, to C. M. & St. P. stations; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 833. 

Lumber; Meed’s Lumber Co. vs. Fern- 
a os & Gulf et al.; see decisions of 

C.; p. 743. 

ae ‘Bonners Ferry Lumber Co. vs. 
G. N.: see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 689. 

Lumber; between points in Western 
Trunk Line territory; Northern Pine 
Mfers. Assn. vs. C. & N. W. et al.; see 
decisions of I, C. C.; p. 676. 


Lumber, for export; Lamb-Fish Lumber 
Co. vs. Y. & M. V. et al.; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 667. 

Lumber; Standard Lumber Co. vs. S. Ga. 
et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 636. 

Lumber; Oden-Elliott Lumber Co. vs. A. 
B. ri et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
p. 2 

Lumber; Standard Lumber Co. vs. At- 
lanta & West Point; see decisions of 
I. C. C.; p. 346. 

se M. H. Bekkedal vs. C. %% . M. 

eo > ‘et al.; ; see decisions of I te "G3 4 
p. 

Lumber; Bradley Timber & Ry. Supply 
Co. vs. Canadian Northern et al.; see 
decisions’ of I. C. C.; p. 258. 

Lumber; Elm City Lumber Co. vs. A. C. 
a al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 

Lumber and logs; W. P. Brown & Sons 
Lumber Co. et al. vs. L. & N.; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 194. 

Lumber; Beekman Lumber Co. vs. M. P. 
et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 182. 

Lumber; Sioux: City Commercial Club 
Traffic Bureau vs. Anderson & Saline 
River R. R. et al.; see decisions of I. 
Cc. C.s p.-378. 

Lumber; ie & Elliott vs. Ss. A. L. et 
al.; see decisions of I. p. 171. 
Lumber; George R. Worn et al. vs. Boca 
& Loyalton et al.; see decisions of I 

Cc. C.; p. 128. ; 

Lumber; American Creosote Works, Inc., 
vs. Morgan’s La. & Tex. R. R. & S. S. 
br et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 

Lumber to cn points; see decis- 
ions of I. C. C.; 66. 

Lumber; Chicago’ Lumber . Cool Co. vs. 
Morgan’s La. & Tex. R. . S. Co. 
et al.; see decisions of I. Ru wr p. 9. 

Lumber rates to eastern cities; ‘see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 68. 

Lumber and timber; C. R. McCormick 
Co. vs. S. P. et al.; see decisions of 
I. C. C.; p. 107. 

Lumber and forest products; Black & 
White River Transportation Co. vs. M. 
ee et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 
30. 

Lumber and forest products; Big Basin 
Lumber Co. et al. vs. S. P. Co. et al.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 385. 

Lumber and shingles; Pioneer Lumber. 
Co. vs. N. P. et al.; see decisions of 
I. C. C.; p. 722. 

MacPherson, L. M.; 
Rapids Traffic Club: p. 

Maedel, Arthur; president Detroit Trans- 
portation Club; p. 565. 

Mann, Seth; car congestion and the Pan- 
ama Canal; p. 550. 

Mann, R. B.; address on car shortage; 


p. 605. 

Marble; Drake Marble and Tile Co. vs. 
N. Y. O. = W. et al; see decisions of 
q, €3..'C.3 1220. 

Marble a Rutland, Vt.; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 394. 

Marble, stone and cement; Drake Marble 
and Tile Co. vs. ¥ P. et al; ; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; 204. 

Marble; Drake Marble and Tile Co. vs. 
G. N.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 195. 


president Grand 
07. 
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Maritime traffic conditions; address by 


P. H. W. Ross; p. 148. 


_Marketing of food products; address by 


D. G. Mellor; p. 461. 

— et on package (Leeal Dept.); p. 

Marking of packages; disagreement with 
shipping ticket; report of N. IL T. L. 
committee; p. 800. 

Marking ag poten governs (Legal 
Dept.); p. 

Marking tm (Legal Dept.); p. 353. 

Marks conflicting with bill of lading 
(Legal Dept.); p. 808. 

Marsh, B. F. E.; assistant general freight 
agent, A. T. & F.; p. 608. 

Marshall, A. Jackson; article on conges- 
tion at freight terminals: p. 551. 

Marshall, A. Jackson; article on organi- 
zations for freight handling; p. 816. 

Matches, from Duluth; see decisions of 
a... C.c me a 

Maxwell, W. C.; vice-president Wabash 
Ry. Co.; p. 44. 

McAllister, Henry, Jr.; general counsel 
Denver & Rio Grande; p. 1251. 

McChord, Commissioner; reappointment 
confirmed; p. 167. 

McLaughlin,- T. J.; paper on _ conse- 
quential damages; p. 861. 

McMahon, M. J.; traffic manager New 
Orleans Great Northern; p. 818. 

McVann, E. J.; address on federal vs. 
gate regulation, p. 597; editorial, p. 
ot 

MeVann, E. J.; communication on regu- 
lation of carriers; p. 702. 

Meglemry, J. H.; president Transporta- 
tion Club of Buffalo; p. 155. 

Mellor, D. G.; address on marketing of 
food products: p. 461. 

Melons; refrigeration charges; see decis- 
sions of I. C. C.; p. 535. 

Merchant marine; administration’s new 
shipping bill introduced, p. 323: action 
of Chamber of Commerce, p. 344; ac- 
tion urged by president, p. 664; ship- 
yards busy, p. 879; confusion with I. 
<A * 992. 

Merchant marine; see also shipping bill. 

“ -% B. EL; chairman ee. & S.3 > 

Middleman; measure of damages a 
Cummins amendment (Legal Dept.); 


Milk; Hire’s Condensed Milk Co. et al. 
vs. P. R. R. et al.; see decisions of I. 
cc. >: a Fk 


Minimum rates; see Ransdell bill. 


Minimum weights; based on cubic ca- 
pacity (Legal Dept.); p. 354. 

Minnesota rate cases; Holmes & Hol- 
lowell Co. vs. G. N. et al.; see decis- 
ions of I. C. C.; p. 298. 


MINOR COMMISSION ORDERS. 


Alpha Portland Cement Co. vs. B. & O. 
et al., and same vs. P. R. R. et al.; 
cases 5919 and 5920; petition for re- 
argument desired; p. 154. 

Anthracite coal case, docket 4914; ef- 
ve date postponed to April 1; p. 

Associated Jobbers of Los Angeles vs. 
‘A. T. & S. F. et al.; case 1704; p. 
58. 

Astoria, City of, vs. S. P. & S. et al.; 
effective date postponed; p. 774. 

Atlantic Ice & Coal Corporation vs. C. 
N. O. & T. P.; case 7641; rehearing 
granted; p. 154. 

Ballou & Wright vs. N. Y. N. H. & H. 
et ot: case 6829; reparation granted; 
p. a 

Beer; classification of beer, etc.; I. & S. 
yo+¥ reopened for further hearing; p. 


Black & White River Transportation 
Co. vs. Mo. P.; case 7682; order modi- 
fied; p. 462. 

Bonners Ferry Lumber Co. vs. Great 
Northern; case 6710; effective date 
postponed; p. 934. 

Buckwheat and corn flour; westbound 
transcontinental rates; I. and S. 402; 
effective date postponed; p. 613. 

California Pine Box and Lumber Co. vs. 
Santa Fe et al.; cases 6414 and 7020; 
amended order allows interest; p. 6. 

Cape Girardeau Portland Cement Co. vs. 
St. L. & S. F. et al.; case 7109; re- 
opened; p. 962. 

Cape pirareens Portland Cement Co. vs. 
St. & S. F.; case 7109, sub. 1; cem- 
ent; ye 4. issued; p. 697. 

Class and commodity; fourth section 
order No. 5808; rates between Shreve- 
port and points in Texas; p. 1088. 

Class and commodity rates to Arizona 
points; case 5235; rehearing denied; 


p. 102 


Coal; rates on bituminous coal to points 
in Miss. Valley; effective date post- 
poned; p. 462. ; 

Coal; in re filing divisions of joint 
rates on railway fuel coal; 52 ex parte; 
effective date postponed; p. 416. 

Coal; bituminous coal and coke from 
Ala., etc., to Mississippi River cross- 
ings, etc.; I. and S. 569; report amend- 
ed; p. 807. 

Cosmos Portland Cement Co. vs. Il. 
Cent. et al.; case 7433; reopened for 
further hearing; p. 

Crouch, A. B., .Grain Co. et al. vs. 
Santa Fe et ’al.; case 7518; case re- 
opened; p. 230. 

Crouch, A. B., Grain Co.-vs. A. T. & 
S. F. et al.; case reopened; p. 272. 

Cruikshank & Robinson vs. P. R. R. 
et al.; case 6749; reopened for further 
hearing; p. 136. 

Cumberland Transportation Co. vs. C. N. 
O. & T. P. et al.; order effective May 
15; p. 774. 

Davis Milling Co. vs. A. T. & S. F. et 
al.; case 5061; reopened; p. 102. 

Davis Milling Co. vs. Santa Fe; case 
5061; reopened for further hearing; 
p. 150. 

Des Moines Commercial Club vs. M. & 
St. L. et al.; case 6943; effective date 
postponed; D. 39. 

Detroit Coal Co. vs. M. C.; case 7760; 
reopened; p. 1358. 

Dewey, Gould & Co.; case 4074; wool and 
hides; reparation awarded; p. 904. 
Eastern Oregon Lumber’ Producers’ 
Assn, vs. Oregon-Washington R. R. & 
Nav. Co.; case 7251; effective date 

postponed; p. 226. 

Hisle, Edward, vs. Santa Fe; case 5235; 
rehearing denied; p. 226. 

Fairmount Creamery Co. vs. Adams Ex- 
9g et al.; case 7514; reopened; p. 
08. 

Foster Lumber Co. vs. Clatskanie Co. 
et al.; case 6786; dismissed; p. 350. 
Fourth section order 5333; effective date 

postponed; p. 334. 

Fourth section order 5408; rates’ to 
Louisiana and Texas; effective date 
postponed; p. 718. 

Fourth section order 5333; modified to 
become effective June 1; p. 774. 

Grand Trunk of Canada; case 6624; re- 
opened for further hearing: p. 807. 

Greenburg Iron Co. vs. C. & E. I. et al.; 
case 7000; reopened; p. 1074. 

Henderson Commercial Club vs. Illi- 
nois Central et al.; case 7286; reopened 
for further hearing; p. 774. 

Herb Bros. & Martin vs. Wabash et 
no case 6467; rehearing denied; p. 
Himmelberger-Harrison Lumber Co. vs. 
St. L. & S. F. et al.; case 6447; re- 
opened for further hearing; p. 326. 
Houston Gas Co. vs. N. C. et al.; case 

7104; case reopened; p. 462. 

Hygienic Ice Co.; case 6567; petition for 
rehearing denied; p. 820. 

Indpls. Chamber of Commerce vs. Big 
a et al: case 6950; rehearing de- 
nie 

Industriel’ Railway Case, 2nd; Lorain 
& ee: effective date postponed; 
p. 1 

Industrial Railway Case, second; West- 
port Stone Co. and Big Four Stone 
a case 4181; rehearing denied; p. 

Kansas City, Board of Trade of, vs. C. 
M. & St. P. et al.; case 6677; car- 
riers authorized to waive collection of 
undercharges on coarse grain; p. 1112. 

Kellogg Toasted Corn Flakes Co. vs. A. 
T. & S. F. et al.; case 6979; agree- 
ment reached; p. 856. 

Kentucky Distilleries and Warehouse 
Co. vs. L. & N. et al.; case 5688; re- 
opened for further hearing; p. 398. 

Kentucky Distilleries & Warehouse Co. 
vs. L. & N. et al.: case 5688; rehear- 
ing granted; p. 613. 

Lang & Owenson et al. vs. _ Illinois 
Central et al.; case 4944; reopened for 
further hearing; p. 462. 

Lea. Senator, investigations consolidat- 
ed; v. 774. 

Lee. G. H., Co. vs. C; R. I. & P.; case 
5781; reopened; p. 154. 

Live stock; eastern case; I. and S. 
603; rehearing denied; p. 502. 

Live stock, eastern case; I. and S. 613; 
petition of Cudahy Packing Co. for re- 
hearing, denied; p. 226. 

Live stock, eastern case; I. and S. 
603; rehearing denied; p. 102. 

Logs and bolts; Vanderbloom-Stinson 
Lumber Co. et al. vs. Iron Mountain; 
case 6900; Memphis Board Mill Co. 
et al. vs. Rock Island; case 7447; ef- 
fective date of portion of order post- 
poned; p. 1207. 


Lookout Refinery Co. vs. B. & O. et al.; 
order modified; p. 406. 

Lumber from Michigan points; I. and 8S. 
618; rehearing ordered in part; p. 74. 

Lumber from Michigan points; I. and 
S. 618; case reopened in part; p. 90. 

Markle, G. B., Co. et al. vs. Lehigh 
Valley; case 5917; petition to reopen 
denied; p. 322. 

Memphis, City of, et al. vs. C. RL. L & 
P. et al.; case 7304; order amended; 
p. 1318. 

Memphis Freight Bureau et al. vs. Iron 
Mountain et al.; case 4101; sup. 4th 
sect. ap. 4784; effective date of order 
postponed; p. 1207. 

Memphis Freight Bureau et al. vs. Iron 
Mountain et al.; case 4101; fourth sec- 
tion order a effective date post- 
poned; p. 603 

Memphis Freight Bureau et al. vs. St. 
L., I. M. and S. et al., case 4101, and 
4th section order 461; effective date 
postponed to April 1; p. 158. 

Milk.and cream rates; ‘docket 8558; New 
England Milk and Cream investiga- 
tion broadened; p. 282. 

Milk and cream rates; general inquiry 
docket 8558, ordered; p. 158. 

Mission Brewing Co. vs. A. Tl. & S. F.; 
case 7085; oraers vacated; p. 1303. 
Mission Brewing Co. vs. A. T. & 3S. F. 
et al.; case 7v85; eftective date post- 

poned; p. 1078. 

Mission Brewing Co. vs. A. T. & S. F. 
et al.; case 7085; order modified; p. 
870. 

Mississippi River case; No. 4424; re- 
openea; p. 870. 

Monessen S. W. Ry. Co. vs. P. & L. E.; 
case (v7¥; case reopened ana Pitts- 
burgh Steel Co. ailowed to _ inter- 
vene; p. 229. 

Monon Coal Co. et al. vs. C. & E. I. et 
al.; case 6271; rehearing aenied; p. 230. 

Moore, John Baa & Co. VS. Western 
Ulnun; usMissed; p. 564. 

Morristown Board of Trade et al. vs. 
A. C. L. et al.; case 3908 and 4th sec- 
tion order 1366 and related cases; date 
of southeastern readjustment set for 
Aug. 1; p. 153. 

Nevraska bridge Supply & Lumber Co. 
vs. A. G. 8. et al., case 1018, and same 

vs. N. C. & St. L. et al., case 7163; 
reopened for further argument; p. 
510. 

Nitro Powder Co. vs. West Shore et 
al.; case 7353; reopened for. further 
hearing; p. 774. 

Northern Mercantile Co. vs. Arizona 
Eastern et al.; case 8310; rehearing 
denied; p. 154. 

Oakland Motor Car Co. vs. Grand Trunk 
et al.; case 6718; reparation granted; 
p. 510. : 

Official Classification Ratings; I. and S. 
604; order of reopening widened in 
scope; p. 745 

Oil; Grenada Oil Mill vs. I.. Cent., cases 
3321 and 3380; University of Missis- 
sippi et al. vs. same, case 4507; I. C. 
Miller et al. vs. same, case 6311; ef- 
fective date postponed; p. 510. 

= fuel; order in ex parte 52 extended; 


512. 

Obwhene Traffic Assn. et al. vs. Abi- 
lene & Southern; case 7762; effective 
date of part postponed; p. 294. 

Omaha Alfalfa Milling Co. vs. U. P. et 
al.; case 7838; reopened; p. 966. 

Pacific Coast Jobbers’ Assn. vs. S. P. et 
al.; case 1649; p. 558. 

Paducah Board of Trade vs. C. B. & Q. 
et al.; case 7737; effective date post- 
poned; p. 1264. 

Paducah Board. of Trade vs. Illinois 
Central et al., and same vs. C. B. & 
3 et al.; effective dates changed; p. 

Paducah Board of Trade vs. Ill. Central 
et al; case 7736; rehearing denied; 
effective date postponed; p. 614. 

Parlin & Orendorff Co. vs. C. C. C. & 
St. L. et al.; case 6429; rehearing de- 
nied; p. 226. 

Parlin & Orendorff vs. Big 4 et al.; 
case 6429; rehearing denied; p. 102. 
Pate, D. S., Lumber Co. vs. Southern 
~ hae case 4835; rehearing denied; Dp. 
Peters, M. C., Milling Co. vs. C. B. & 
+ case 8016; rehearing granted; p. 

1 


Petroleum gas; case 3666; > ais date 
of order postponed; p. 

Philadelphia, Commercial ashame of, 
vs. N. Y. C. et al.; case 7608; amend- 
ed order issued; p. 1296. 

Phoenix Iron & Steel Co. vs. G. H. & 
S. A. et al.; case, 6629; rehearing de- 
nied; p. 46. 


Reparation orders; cases 8052, 5484, 4875, 


6079, 6812. 








Reparation; cases 6750, 6750, sub. 1, 6297, 
7142. 7347; reopened; p. 158. 

Reynolds, R. J., Tobacco Co. vs. N. & 
W. et al.; case 7360; reparation award- 
ed; p. 1194. 

Richards, E., vs. S. A. L.; case 7804; 
order amended and) modified; p. 974. 

Rose, E. F., et al. vs. B. & A. et al.; 
case 2789; petition for modification de- 
nied; p. 332 

Royster, F. L., Guano Co. vs. A. C. L. 
So case 7573; report amended; p. 
80 

Russell Creamery Co. vs. Great North- 

ern Express; case 6069; reparation 
granted; p. 510. 

Shands, T. W., et al. vs. S. A. L.; 
6941; rehearing denied; p. 154. 


Shelbyville Business Men’s Assn. vs. L 


case 


& N. et al, case 7805, fourth section 
application 1952; effective date post- 
poned; p. 603. 


date for readjust- 
effective 


Southeastern rates; 
ment postponed to Aug. 1, 
date of order; p. 153. 

Standard Paint Co. vs. S. P. et al.; 
7808; order amended; p. 558. 

Standard Paint Co. vs. S. P. et al.; 
ease 7808; effective date postponed; 
pp. 448, 457. 

Standard Roofing Co. et al. vs. M. K. 
& T. et al.; case a reopened for 
further hearing; p. 797 

Stone; dockets 2410, 5488 ‘and 5488, sub. 
 @ reopened to be heard with reopened 
2d L gciaaiae Railways case, No. 4181; 
p. 158. 

Switching charges at S. Omaha; I. and 
S. 580; rehearing denied; p. 459. 

Texarkana Freight Bureau vs. Ill. Cent. 
et al.; case 7428; effective date post- 
poned; p. 878. 

‘vexarkana Freight Bureau vs. I. C. et 
my 7428; effective date modified; 

Tulsa Traffic Assn.; I. and S. 446; peti- 
tion for rehearing denied; p. 136. 

Union Lumber Co. vs. G. Oe Se re 
case 7653; rehearing granted; p. 459. 

U. S. Cast Iron Pipe Foundry Co. vs. 
Southern et al.; case 7940; reopened; 


case 


. 820. 

Waste material at Pittsburgh, charges 
for transportation of; I. and S. 516; 
petition for rehearing denied; p. 784. 

Western advanced rates, I. and S. 606; 
change in language of report; p. 613. 

Western Advanced Rate case No. 2; L 
and S. 606: rehearing denied; p. 422. 

Western Newspaper Union vs. Aber- 
deen & Rockfish et al.; case 6275; 
rehearing denied; p. 284. 

Weston. Dodson & Co., Inc.; case 6770; 
reopened; p. 870. 

Weston, Dodson & Co., Inc., et al. vs. 
Cc. R. R. of N. J.; case 6770; reopened; 
p. 1078. 





MISCELLANEOUS 
SIONS. 


Bill of lading; custom; draft attached; 
refusal to accept; S. Deerfield Onion 


TRAFFIC DECI- 


Storage Co. vs. N. Y. N. H. & H. 
(Mass.); p. 555. 

Carmack amendment; Stubblefield vs. 
St. L. & S. F. (Mo.); p. 964. 


Carmack amendment; og Bros. vs. 
P. R. R. (New Jersey); 639. 
Cars; failure to furnish; Reniey et al. 


wa. 2 M. Burguieres Co., Ltd. (La.); 

p. 639. 

Cars; Moran vs, C. R. R. of N. J. (N. 
J.); p. 901. 

Cars; Swift & Co. vs. H. V. Ry. (Ohio); 
p. 1066 


Cars, furnishing; T. & N. O. vs. Weems 


et al. (Tex.); p. 1066. 

Cars; duty to furnish; Menasha Paper 
Co. vs. C. & N. W. (U. S. Sup. Ct.); 
p. 1246. 

Charges; Dorr vs. C. & O. et al. (W. 
Va.); p. 1113. 

Charges, excessive; Solum vs. N. P. 
(Minn.); p. 1301 


Charges and liens; grain doors; Stock- 

oe Elevator . Shipping Assn. vs. M. 
(Kansas) ; 9. 

chau and ime: statement of rates; 


Southern Cotton Oil Co. vs. Central 
of Ga. (U. S. Ct.); p. 485. 
contract; N. Y. C. 


Charges and liens; 
& H.R. Bay F. Leyland & Co., 
(Mass.); 485. 

Charges al liens; powers of agent; N. 
Y. Cc. & H. R. vs. F. Leyland & Co., 
Ltd. (Mass.); p. 485. 

Charges and liens; car storage: N. Y. 
Cc. & H. R. vs. F. Leyland & Co., 


Ltd. 


Ltd. (Mass.); p. 485. 
Charges and liens; bill of lading; N. Y. 
N. H. & 


99> 
325. 


H. vs. Sampson (Mass.); p. 





; Interstate transportation; 
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persons liable for; 


Charges and liens; 
m2 BD Re Be Re 
(Mass.); p. 325. 
Common carriers; 
(Mass.); p. 695. : 
Common carrier; Dodson vs. Clark Co. 

Lumber Co. (Ark.); p. 1015. 


Sampson 


Astrella vs. Laffey 


Congress and state; Morris vs. U. S. 
(Fed. Ct.); p. 855. 
Congress, powers of; M. K. & T. of 


Tex. vs. State (Tex.); p. 449. 
Congress, powers of; Baldwin & Riggs 
vs. C. R. I. & P. (Iowa); p. 449. 
Congressional authority; Piper vs. B. & 
M. (Vt.); p. 1301. 
Connecting carriers; Quanah, A. & P. 
vs. Warren (Tex.); p. 964. 
Connecting carrier; Knapp vs. M. St. P. 
& S. S. M. (N. Dak.); p. 855. 
Contract; Roberts vs. N. C. & St. L. 
(Tenn.); p. 1193. 
Contracts, special; Knapp vs. M. St. P. 
& S. S. M. (N. Dak.); p. 856. 
Custody of goods; shipper’s directions; 
Lamb vs. Moor (Ga.); p. 592. 
Demurrage; Swift & Co. vs. H. V. Ry. 
(Ohio); p. 1066. 
Demurrage; Menasha Paper Co. vs. C. 


& N. W. (U. S. Sup. Ct.); p. 1246. 
Discrimination; P. & L. E. vs. Colonial 

Steel Co. (Pa.); p. 901. 
Discrimination; Quanah, A. & P. vs. 


Warren (Tex.); p. 964. 

Express Co. rules; Southern Express 
Co. vs. Essig Bros. (Ga.); p. 695. 
Interstate carrier; St. Louis & S. F. vs. 

Wynn (Okla.); p. 1015. 

Interstate commerce; Thompson ys. A. 
T. & S. F. (Mo.); p. 1347. 

Interstate commerce; M. K. & T. of 
Tex. (Fed. Ct., La.); p. 1113. 

Interstate commerce; Conley ys. C. B. 
& Q. et al. (Mo.); p. 901. 

Interstate commerce; city of Newport 
vs. Wagner et al. (Ky.); p. 639. 

Interstate commerce; Noel vs. Q. 0. & 
K. C. (Kansas City); p. 639. 

Interstate commerce; M. K. & T. of 
Tex. vs. State (Tex.); p. 449. 

Interstate commerce; what constitutes 
commerce; P. & N. T. vs. Stinson 
(Tex.); p. 351. 

Interstate commerce; stipulation bill of 
lading; P. & N. T. vs. Stinson (Tex.); 
p. 351., ; 

Interstate commerce; furnishing cars; 
P. & N. T. vs. Stinson (Tex.); p. 351. 

Interstate commerce; duty to transport; 
Cohen vs. M. St. P. & S. S. M. (Wis.); 
p. 351. 

Interstate commerce; authority of 
agent; P. & N. T. vs. Stinson (Tex.); 
p. 351. 

Interstate Commerce Commission; pow- 
ers of; P. R. R. Co. vs. U. S. et al. 
(Pa. Fed. Ct.); p. 274. 

Interstate transportation; court’s juris- 
diction; Pecos & N. T. vs. Porter 
(Tex.); p. 747. 

Interstate transportation; points of 
origin and destination in same state; 
—* vs. C. R. I. & P. (Mo.); p. 
1066. 

Interstate transportation; presumption; 
Southern Cotton Oil Co. vs. C. of Ga. 


(Fed. Ct.); p. 485. 

Interstate transportation; discrimina- 
tion: Southern Cotton Oil Co. vs. C. 
of Ga. (Fed. Ct.); p. 4857. 


Interstate transportation; wrong quota- 
tion; Wardlow vs. Andrews et al. 
(Tex.); p. 275. 

Interstate transportation; state legisla- 
tion; Toledc, St. L. & S. W. vs. Mil- 
ner et al. (Ind.); p. 275. 

Interstate transportation; shipping con- 
tract; Toledo, St. L. & W. vs. Milner 
et al. (Ind.); p. 275. 

schedule of 
rates: Wardlow vs. Andrews et al. 
(Tex.); p. 274. 

Interstate transportation; schedule of 

a Dayton Coal & Iron Co., Ltd., 
Cc. N. O. & T: P. Ry. et al. (C. B. 
aan Ct.); p. 274. 

Interstate transportation; optional rate; 
Toledo, St. L. & W. vs. Milner (Ind.); 
p. 274. 

Intrastate commerce; Kolkmeyer vs. C. 
& A. (Kansas City); p. 639. 

Liability; Union Pacific vs. W. L. 
Stickel Lumber Co. (Neb.); p. 855. 

Liability for freight; Vane et al. vs. A. 


M. Wood & Co., Inc., et al. (N. Y. 
Fed. Ct.); p. 1247. 

Limitation statute; Y. & M. V. vs. 
Willis (Miss.); p. 1247. 

Liquor e valid: State vs. Little (N. 
C.): p. 1193. 

Long and short haul; Merchants’ and 


Mfgrs.’ Traffic Assn. of Sacramento 
ot vs. U. S. (Cal. Fed. Ct.); p. 
Orders of I. C. C.; Merchants’ and 
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Mfgrs.’ Traffic Assn. of Sacramento 
et al. vs. U. S. et al. (Cal. Fed. Ct.); 


p. 1246. 
Pleading; Stubblefield vs. St. L. & S. F. 
(Mo.); p. 964. 


Rates, statutory; Solum ys. N. P. 
(Minn.); p. 1301. 
Rates, force of; Piper vs. B. & M. 


(Vt.); p. 1301. 

Rebates; C. R. R. 
(Fed. Ct.); p. 855. 

Regulating rates; Winthrop et al. vs. 
Fellows et al. (Mich.); p. 1113. 

Regulation of carriers; penalties; Grand 
a R. R. vs. U. S. (Fed. Ct.); p 

Regulation of common carriers; action 
for damages; Montgomery vs. C. B. 
& Q. (Fed. Ct.); p. 592. 

Regulation of common carriers; orders 
of state commissions; Alabama R. R. 
Com. vs. St. L. & S. F. (Ala.); p. 591. 

Regulation of common carriers; I. C. C. 
powers; Montgomery vs. C. B. & Q. 
(Fed. Ct.); p. 591. 

Regulation of common carriers; failure 
to furnish cars; S. A. L. vs. Roberts 
(Fla.); p. 591. 


of N. J. vs. U. S. 


Regulation of common earriers; dis- 
crimination; Montgomery vs. C. B. & 
Q. (Fed. Ct.); p. 591. 

Regulation of common earriers; dis- 
crimination; Gulf & S. I. et al. vs. 


Buddendorf (Miss.); p. 591. 

Regulation of common carriers; court’s 
jurisdiction; Montgomery vs. C. B. & 
Q. (Fed. Ct.); p. 591. 

Regulation of common carriers; court’s 
jurisdiction; Gulf & S. I. et al. vs. 
Buddendorf (Miss.); p. 591. 

Regulation of common carriers; statu- 
tory provisions; Ulster & D. R. R. vs. 
N. Y. Commission, 2d District (N. 
Y.); p. 450. 

Regulation of common carriers; duty to 


furnish cars; Roper et al. vs. Lusk 
et al. (Mo.); p. 449. 
Regulation of common carriers; con- 


tracts; N. Y. C. & H. R. vs. Chas. P. 
Gray (U. S. Sup. Ct.); p. 449. 

Regulation of common carriers; charges; 
Ulster & D. R. R. vs. New York Com- 
mission, 2d District (N. Y.); p. 449. 

Regulation of common carriers; stop- 
page in transit; Mollohan vs. A. T. 
& S. F. (Kan.); p. 399. 

Regulation of common carriers; special 
contract; Mollohan vs, A. T. & S. F. 
(Kan.); p. 399. 

Regulation of common carriers; 
courts; Bas Milling & Elevator Co. 
vs. A. & S. F. (Kan.); p. 399. 

patina of common carriers; repair 
of cars; Rock Milling & Elevator Co. 
vs. A. T. & S. F. (Kan.); p. 399. 

Regulation of common carriers; limita- 
tion of action; Rock Milling & Eleva- 
po Co. vs. A. T. & S. F. (Kan.); p 

Regulation of common carriers; evi- 
dence; Rock Milling & Elevator Co. 
vs. A. T. & S. F. (Kan.); p. 399. 

Regulation of common carriers; dis- 
crimination; Mollohan vs. A. T. & S. 
F. (Kan.); p. 399. 

Regulation of carriers; review by courts: 
Hocking Valley vs. Ohio Commission 
(Ohio); p. 325. 

Regulation of carriers; 


state 


rates; Hocking 


Me vs. Ohio Commission (Ohio); 

p. 325. 

Regulation of commerce, power of; by 
states; St. L. & S. F. vs. Wynn 


(Okla.); p. 351. 

Regulation by state; M. K. & T. of Tex. 
vs. State (Tex.); p. 449. 

Regulation of interstate commerce; C. 
M. & St. P. vs. Rock Co. Sugar Co. 
(Wis.); p. 695. 

Rtparation; Santa Fe Gold & Copper 
Mining Co. vs. A. T. & S. F. (N. 

p. 901. 

Routes; R. R. must use cheaper; Solum 
vs. N. P. (Minn.); p. 1301. 

St. Louis & S. F. vs. Taliaferro (Okla.); 
pp. 1015, 1016. 

Special a tag Dorr vs. C. & O. et al. 
(W. Va.); 1113. 

— a . & N. vs. Price; Conley 
v5, Q. (Mo.); p. 901. 
chatter: provision; Cram vs. C. B. & 

Q: (Neb.); p. 1113. 

Stockton Elevator 2 Shipping Assn. vs. 
M. P. (Kansas); p. 639. 

Switching pan Tl ‘U. S. vs. 
Central (Fed. Ct., La.); p. 11 

Taxation; Colorado & S. Ry. Co. vs. 
People (Colo.); p. 1193. 

Terminal charge; C. M. & St. P. vs. 
Rock Co. Sugar Co. (Wis.); p. 695. 
Through shipments; Quanah, A. & P. 

vs. Warren (Tex.); p. 964. 

Unloading cf cars by terminal carrier; 
Greenwald vs. N. Y. C. & H. R. (N. 
Y.); p. 1347. 


Illinois 
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Matrery : liability for (Legal Dept.); 

p. 1249. 

Misquoting of rates; liability of carrier; 
pp. 1143, 1168. 

Misquoting of rate; letter from R. IL 
Pierce; p. 1250. 

Mock, Eugene; traffic manager, Midland 
Valley; p. 1313. 

Molasses; Omaha Grain Exchange vs. M. 
& ° et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 

. 176. 

Moore, W. A.; communication on what 
constitutes an interstate trip; p. 365. 
Motorcycle; Pilcher Hardware Co. vs. C. 
& N. W.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 

206. 

Motorcycles: Pacific Motor Supply Co. vs. 
A. T. & Rw F. et al; see decisions of 
 €.. cs 345. 

Motor A hy use in relieving freight 
congestion; p. 551. 

Motor truck; new Packard (Short Haul 
Dept.); p. 412. 

Mutual Oil Co. vs. A. T. & S. F.; com- 
munication from T. J. Norton; p. 967. 
National Industrial Traffic League; April 

meeting in Baltimore; pp. 720, 798. 

Nesting rule in Official Classification; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 210 

New Haven case; attorney general says 
directors must be tried again; p. 323. 

New Haven-Sound Line case; communi- 
cation from J. D. Hashagen; p. 545. 

ee bill; duplicate of Adamson bill; 
p. 66 

Newlands resolution for regulation inves- 
tigation: see regulation. 


® Norton, T. J.; communication as to Mu- 


tual Oil Co. vs. A. T. & S. F.; p. 967. 

North Carolina Shreveport case; F. S. 
Royster Guano Co. vs. A. C. L. et al; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 579. 

Notice of arrival (Legal Dept.); p. 1116. 

Ocean and rail rates: to Charlotte, N. C.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 723. 

Ocean freight rates, rise in; p. 784. 

Ocean freight rates; letter from W. S. 
Wheaton; p. 761. 

Official Classification; docket of hearings 
before the committee; pp. 39, 491, 905, 
1118, 1179. 

Official Classification; reorganization of 
committee; p. 226. 

Ogden, G. D.; address on amelioration of 
ear shortage; p. 767. 

Ogden, G. D.; freight traffic manager, P. 
R. R.; p. 1025. 

Oil, fuel; in re filing with I. C. C. 
divisions of joint rates applicable to 
sewer fuel coal; see decisions of I. C. 

.: D. . 

Oil; pipe line report of Federal Trade 
Commission; pp. 471, 483. 

O’Keefe Tap Line case; decision of Su- 
preme court; pp. 431, 432, 477. 

Omaha Alfalfa Milling case; example of 
dual regulation; pp. 663, 675, 814. 

Opinion numbers; use resumed in The 
Traffic World; p. 574. 

Oranges; Arlington Heights Fruit Ex- 
change et al. vs. S. P. Co. et al.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1041. 

Overcharge claims; procedure in (Legal 
Dept.); p. 965. 

Overcharge claims, interest on (Confer- 
ence Ruling): p. 444. 

Overcharge; time within which to recover 
(Legal Dept.); p. 487. 

Overcharges, in the state courts (Legal 
Dept.); p. _— 

Ownership, z. b. shipments (Legal 
Dept.); pp. 488, "593. 

— coast switching case; see switch- 
ng: p. 9. : 

Wadhies: indictments against; p. 663. 

Packing, faulty; examples of; p. 284. 

Packing; compliment for Chicago com- 
pany; p. 286. 

Packing of glass shipments; p. 230. 

Packing house products and fresh meats; 
Swift & Co. vs. M. & O. et al.; see 
decisions on I. C. C.; p. 1339. 

Packing house products, etc.; South St. 
Joseph Live Stock Exchange et al. vs. 
A. T. & S. F. et al.; see decisions of 
I. C. C.; pp. 1216, 1225. 

Packing house products, ete.; Jacob E. 
Decker & Sons vs. M. & St. L. et al; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 583. 

Packing house products; Houston Pack- 
ing Co. vs. I. & G. N. et al.; see. de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 258. 

Panama canal applications; see boat line 
control. 

Panama canal; statement of Major F. C. 
Boggs as to opening, p. 46; Goethals 
says closed until safe, p. 262; canal and 
car congestion, p. 550; promise of open- 
ing April 15, p. 641; reopening, p. 992; 
communication from J. R. Schuy, p. 
1250. See also fourth section amend- 
ment, 


wer ae L. L. Brown Paper Co. vs. B. &}| Railway mail pay; pp. 272, 350, 471, 472, 


=. et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 

Paper; advances due to Brandeis’ sug- 
gestions; p. 511. 

Paper; Official Classification rates; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; ; p. 524. 

Paper: Michigan Paper Mills Traffic Assn. 
et al. vs. A. & V. et al.; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 787. 

Parcel post for books; p. 1144. 

Parker, E. H.; communication on fourth 
section amendment; p. 813. 

Passenger fares, from Milwaukee; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 521. 

Passenger fares; city of Steubenville vs. 
Tri-State Ry. & Elec. Co. et al.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 668. 

Passenger fares; E. J. Johnson vs. A. T. 
& S. F.: see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 721. 

Passenger tickets, issuance of; conference 
ruling; p. 144. 

Passes, intrastate; Lea resolutions in 
Senate; p. 654. 

Passes; L. & N. files answer to com- 
plaint of Senator Lea; p. 216. 

Payton, A. O.; communication on simpli- 
fication of tariffs; p. 811. 

Peas, canned; West Salem Canning Co. 
vs. C. & N. W. et al.; see decisions of 
L C..C.: gm. 1967. 

Pere Marquette testimony; p. 1359. 

Perishable goods; emergency sale not 
conversion (Legal Dept.); p. 217. 

Person, W. L.: communication on liabil- 
ity of receivers; p. 1250. 

Peters, A. D.; address on Traffic and 
Salesmanship; p. 900. 

Petroleum; Chelsea Refining Co. vs. M, 
ci et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 
Petroleum; Mutual Oil Co. vs. C. B. & 
2. et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 
Petroleum; Mutual Oil Co. vs. A. T. & 
S. F.: see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 834. 
Petroleum; National Petroleum Assn. vs. 
A. T. & S. F. Ry. Co. et al.; see de- 

cisions of I. C. C.; p. 120. 

Petroleum and products; Milliken Refin- 
ing Co. vs. M. K. & T.; see decisions of 
 & > » Be 

Petroleum gas, liquefied: rule for trans- 
ca in tank cars agreed on; p. 

Petroleum gas, liquefied; amendment to 
acres concerning transportation; p. 
62. 

Pickles; National Pickle and Canning Co. 
vs. C. M. & St. P.; see decisions of 
I. C. C.;: p. 188. 

Pick-up service; suggestions of Norwich 
Chamber of Commerce; p. 1072. 

Pierce, R. I.; ideas on simplification of 
tariffs; p. 1069. 

Pierce, R. I.; communication on misquot- 
ing of rate: p. 1250. 

Pipe lines; report of Federal Trade Com- 
mission; pp. 471, 483. 

Pittsburgh iron and steel rates; p. 576; 
I. C. C. decision in fourth section ap- 
Plication 10336; p. 582. 

— -Wabash Terminal inquiry; p. 

ae cars for unloading (Legal Dept.); 
Pp. a 

Politics; railroads in; p. 991. 

Pomerene, Senator (Who’s Who); p. 1364. 

Pomerene bill; pp. 575, 585, 802, 811, 831, 
847, 891, 893, 1008, 1039, 1264, 1360 (see 
also Adamson). 

Porto Rico; safety applidnces on rail- 
roads; see safety appliances. 

Potatoes; Kuehne-Chastain Commission 
Co. et al. vs. Green Bay & Western 
et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 519. 

Potatoes, minimum weight on; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 522. 

Potatoes; John L. Scott vs. Cape Charles 
R. R. et al.; ; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
p. 739. 

Powell, W. H.; communication on prin- 
rs involved in Kanotex case; p. 

Poyer, S. A.; communication on Kano- 
tex decision; p. 409. 

Price, F. H.; writes of through export 
bill of lading; p. 599. 

Private cars; brief in Consolidation Coal 
Co. et al. vs. B. & O. et al.; p. 228; 
argument in docket 4906; pp. "945, 922. 

Private cars, on private tracks; demurr- 
age on (Legal Dept.); p. 921. 

Prouty, C. A.; address on valuation to 
American Scientific Congress; p. 


2. ‘ 

Published rate, misstatement of (Legal 
Dept.); p. 276. 

Railroad ties, wooden; H. W. Taylor & 
Co. vs. Wabash et al.; see decisions of 
I. C. C.; p. 206. 

Railway Business Assn.; bulletin on de- 
fects in regulation; p. 820. 


1060, 1204. 

Railway revenues and expenses—I. C. C. 
reports: November, p. 222; December, 
p. 412; January, p. 651; s ecial report 
for October, 1915, p. 604; ebruary and 
8 months period, p. 865; March, p. 
age ac p. 1326; ten months of year, 
p. 

Rainey, Rep.; grade crossing bill; p. 56. 

Ransdell bill for minimum rates; p. 344. 

Rate, reasonableness of; data necessary 
to prove (Legal Dept.); p. 400. 

Rate; that in effect on ett > of ship- 
ment governs (Legal Dept.); 78. 

es bill; pp. 343, 601, 37> "675, 585, 

Receivers, liability of; p. 1250. 

Reconsignment of grain; see grain. 

a notice of (Legal Dept.); 
Pp. 

Reconsignment rules; Chas. Becker vs. 
P. M. and Elmore Benjamin Coal Co. 
e.eaets see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 

Reconsigning; Detroit Coal Co. vs. M. C.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 117. 

Refrigeration; W. H. Wattan et al. vs. 
N. = et al.;.see decisions of I. C. C.; 
p. 14. 

Refund; unused portion of round-trip 
ticket (Legal Dept.); p. 401. 

Regulation, congressional investigation 
of; pp. 55, 148, 168, 239, 240, 383, 395, 
501, 575, 585, 664, 749, 992, 1087, 1252, 
1263 (see also editorial). 

Regulation of carriers, exclusive federal: 
communication from Cc. K. Lan — p. 
141; address of Howard Elliott, p. 361: 
communication from J. H. Johnston, 
p. 458; address by E. J. McVann, p. 
597; letter from J. H. Johnston, p. 576; 
Philadelphia plan, p. 638; letter from 
E. J. McVann, p. 702; Philadelphia 
movement, p. 797; Railway Business 
Assn. Bulletin, p. 820; communication 
from T. S. Barry, p. 926; political plat- 
forms, pp. 1261, 1263, 1327; communica- 
tion from H. G. Wilson and letter to 
members of Traffic League, p. 1353 
(see also editorial). 


Reparation; power to award; J. H. Cris- 
well vs. i & N. % et al.; see de- 
cisions of I. C. ror p. 

Reparation; statute of iraitation (Legal 
Dept.); p. 78. 

Reparation argument; p. 1357. 

Reshipment with advance charges (Legal 
Dept.); p. 856. 

Returned ne orga reduced rates on 
(Legal Dept.); 

Reweighing; cuniputtinns charges (Legal 
Dept.); p. 1067. 

ag re carload freight (Legal 
Dept.) ; 594. 

Rice; Matual Rice Trade & Development 
Assn. vs. I. & G. N. et al.; see deci- 
sions of I. C. C.; p. 1048. 

Rice, S. D.; communication on the sim- 
plification of tariffs; p. 73. 

River traffic experiments; p. 932. 

Roberts, J. W.; supt. freight transporta- 
tion Pennsylvania Lines West of Pitts- 
burgh; p. 771. 

Ross, P. H. W.; address on maritime 
traffic conditions; p. 148. 

Route, shipping by available (Legal 
Dept.); p. 593. 

Rules of practice amended; p. 1078. 

Rules of practice; compilations and tab- 
ulated statements to be filed in ad- 
vance; p. 

Rules in regard to handling claims on 
special docket; p. 982. 

— for annual reports of carriers; p. 
76 

Rules; for applications for fourth section 
relief; p. 832. 

Russian waterways; control of; p. 928. 

Safety appliance acts; Supreme Court 
decision in Rigsby case; p. 843. 

Safety appliances on railroads in Porto 
Rico; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 207. 


Safety devices; bill of Rep. Sims intro- ; 


duced; p. 322 

Salt to Oklahoma; see decisions of I. C. 
C.; p. 318. 

Salt, rock; Swift Fs Co. vs. Morgan’s La. 
& Tex. x EB. S. S. Co. et al.; see 
decisions of I. ra C.; p. 629. 

Salt; W. R. Brooks Coal Co., doing busi- 
ness as Interstate Salt Co., vs. Wabash 
et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1228. 

Salt; Swift & Co. vs. U. P. et al.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1335. 

Sand, from Indiana stations; see deci- 
sions of I. C. C.; p. 1098. 

Sand; O. W. Slane Glass Co. vs. Va. & 
S. W. et al; ; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
p. 1333. 

Sand and gravel; C. F. A. rates; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 625. 

Sanderson. W. D.; lake grain agent of 
Lehigh Valley; p. 817. 
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Sands, T. E.; freight traffic manager 
Soo Line; Dp. 867. 

Sash, doors and blinds; Anson, Gilkey & 
Hurd Co. et al. vs. S. P. et al.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 523. 

Satterfield, Examiner; commended for 
work in bill of lading case; p. 851. 

Schurz, J. R.; communications on fourth 
section amendment; pp. 863, 1030; spe- 
cial court action, p. 1070; Panama 
Canal traffic, p. 1250. 

Scrap steel; Watrous-Acme Mfg. Co. vs. 
Pere Marquette et al.; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 128. 

Sewer pipe; Texarkana Pipe Works vs. 
B., S. L. & W. et al.; see decisions of 
I. C. C.; p. 674. 

Shelby, B. E.; communication on car seal 
records and claims; p. 813. 

Shepherd, B. B.; communication on direct 
routing; p. 811. 

Sheppard bill (S. 5242); to amend section 
one; p. 750. 

Shingles; Baker-Wakefield Cypress Co., 
Ltd., vs. T. & P. et al.; see decisions 
of I. Cc. C.; p. 207. 

Shipper; his status before the Commis- 
sion; pp. 383, 409. 

Shipper’s load A count; letter from E. 

Bucklin; p. 1250. 
shippers right of appeal; brief in case 
? McLean Lumber Co. vs. A. G. S.; 


654. 

Shipping bill; Chamber of Commerce 
referendum, p. 590; I. C. C. causes 
change in measure, p. 820; Alexander 
bill reported, pp. 1011, 1074; com- 
munication from J. D. ‘Hashagen, p. 
1201 (see also Merchant Marine). 

Sh ortening the record; pp. 383, 397, 1069, 
1216 (see also editorial). 


SHORT HAUL, INCREASING’ EF- 
FICIENCY ON. 


Car lot loading, increasing; discussion 
by M. J. Wise; p. 146. 

Coal elevator; new type; p. 411. 

Khgg packing, etc.; government demon- 
stration car; p. 927. 

Electricity in handling freight; 145. 
Freight handling by crmnuiontions? ar- 
ticle by A. Jackson Marshall; p. 816. 
Glass shipments poorly packed; p. 230. 
Grapes; better packing for; p. 411. 

Hoboken Shore Road; p. 1357. 

Motor truck; new Packard; p. 412. 

New York port congestion; a cure sug- 
gested by Jersey City; p. 

Packing and marking; p. 411. 

Packing, marking, etc.; suggestions to 

_ shippers; p. 1309. 

Packing of glass shipments; p. 230. 
Pick up service; suggestions of Nor- 
wich Chamber of Commerce; p. 1072. 
Russian waterways; control of; p. 928. 
— G. V. Co. sales increasing; p. 

é e 
Trucks; fighting the embargo; p. 927. 
Trucks; Packhard machines sent to 
Mexican border; p. 704. 
Trucks to relieve congestion; p. 975. 


Signal, false; report on N. C. & St. L. 
wreck near Rockledge, Tenn.; p. 370. 
Simplification of tariffs; communication 
from A. O. Payton, p. 811; communica- 
tion from H. L. Charles, p. 925; from R. 

I. Pierce, p. 1069; see also editorial. 

Simplification of tariffs; communication 
from Charles Sizemore; p. 283. 

Simplification of tariffs: communication 
from S. D. Rice; p. 73. 

Sims, Rep.; bill for agate devices; p. 322. 

Sirup, refuse: Kornfalfa Feed Milling Co. 
vs. A. T. & a F. et al.; see decisions 
of EC. ©. 682. 

Sizemore, Chathes: communication on sim- 
plification of tariffs; Dp. 

Slag; Empire Cotton Oil Co. vs. A. B. & 
A.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 181. 
Slag case; petition for reopening; p. 584. 
Sleeping car companies, duty to protect 

property (Legal Dept.); p. 921. 
Smith, R. P.; communication on car seal 
records and claims; pp. 762, 925. 
Smith, S. H.; communication on hard- 
ship resulting from rate advances; p. 73. 
Smith, S. H.; communication on receiver- 


ships: D. i201. 

Soda ash, etc.; Oklahoma Traffic Assn, et 
al. vs. A. T. & S. F. et al.; see deci- 
sions of I. C. C.; p. 679. 

Southeastern rates; pp. 7, 55, 56, 103, 153, 
283, 1016. 1204. 

Southern Classification ratings; see deci- 
sions of I. C. C.; p. 1089. 

Spence, Lewis J.; article on transconti- 
nental freight rates; p 61. 

Spur Sy use of for line haul (Legal 
Dept.); 857. 

Stamps on bills of lading; p. 1143. 

State commissioners and interstate 








rates; editorial; p. 166 


State mileage rate; application to inter- 
state shipments (Legal Dept.); p. 965. 

Statistics of railways; report of bureau 
of railway news and statistics; pp. 989, 
1020, 1069. 

Staves and heading; Major Stave Co. et 
al. vs. M. D. & G. et al.; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 1278. 

Steel; Jackson Chamber of Commerce bp 

. & R. et al.; see decisions of I. C. 


581. 
(Who’s 


Sterling, Congressman, John A. 
Who); p. 363. 
Stinson, ‘“" H.; et traffic manager, 


Wabash Ry.; p. 
Stock feed; transit; M. C. Peters Mill 
Co, Pony ‘an & Q.; ; see décisions of I. 
p. 


Stoppage in transit (Legal Dept.); p. 


Storage, free, in warehouses; Baltimore 
Chamber of Commerce vs. B. & O. et 
al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 693. 

Storage charges; shipper’s liability for 
(Legal Dept.); p. 1067. 

Storage charges; alternative proposal of 
trunk lines for increase at N. Y. sus- 
pended; p. 446. 

Stone, building; Drake Marble & Tile Co. 
vs. C. G. W. et al.; see decisions of I. 
Cc. C.; p. 1226. 

Stone; from Illinois points; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. ‘ 

Stone to Des Moines, Ia.; see decisions of 
5. C”..€:3 ‘p. 277. 

Stoves; Detroit Stove Works vs. Wabash 
et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1283. 

Strawberry case; Maryland Court deci- 
sion; p. 800. 

Sugar: rates on raw and refined; pp. 


55, 72. 

Sugar; M. Canales vs. G. H. & S. A. et 
al.; see decisions of I. C..C.; p. 256. 
Sugar beets to Decatur, Ind.; see deci- 

sions of I. C. C.; p. 129. 

Sulphur and brimstone; Union Sulphur 
Co. et al. vs. B. & O. et al.; part of 
fourth section ap. 1772; see decisions 

of I. C. C.; p. 1168. 


SUPREME COURT DECISIONS. 


Allentown Portland Cement Co. _ vs. 
Philadelphia & Reading et al.; pp. 
471, 480. 

Bill of lading; see Prescott vs. South- 
ern; pp. 820, 841. 

Blish Milling Co. vs. G. F. & A. Ry. 
Co.; telegraph notice of claim; pp. 
990, 991, 1054. 

Bond, A P., administrator estate of 
W. L. Turner, vs. C. R. I. & P.; in- 
terstate commerce; p. 624. 

Carmack amendment; ee Pro- 
duce Exchange vs. N. , P. & N.; PD. 
271. 

Carmack amendment; J. R. Harold vs. 
A. T. & S. F.; pp. 1237, 1297. 

Connection, physical, of railroads; Sea- 
board Air Line vs. R. R. Commission 
of Georgia; p. 480. 

Damage claims: R. P. Wall vs. North- 
ern Pacific: pp. 879, 886. 

Demurrage; Menasha Paper Co. vs. C. 
& N. W.; pv. 891. 

Detroit & Mackinac R. R. vs. _Michi- 
gan R. R. commissioners; obligation 
of railroad to maintain connection 
with private track; pv. 745. 

Dettlebach, Edward, vs. C. C. C. & St. 
L.; carrier as warehouseman; full 
text of decision; p. 223. 

Electric line; held to be common car- 
rier subject to employers’ liability 
law; p. 324. 

Employers’ liability; C. & O. vs. Addie 
Kellv: C. & O. vs. James R. Grainey; 
p. 1238. ; 

Emplovers’ Liability; seven decisions 
handed down May 22; p. 1109. 


Emvplovers’ Liability; Wiles vs. Great 
Northern; pp. 890, 943. 3 
Emplovers’ liability; Gray vs. receiver 


for Chattanooga Southern; p. 845. 

Emplovers’ liability; Seaboard Air Line 
vs. S. W. Kenny, administrator for B. 
I. Capnehart; p. 745. 

Employers’ liability act: Spokane & In- 
land Empire vs. E. E. Campbell; p. 
1297. 

Emovlovers’ liabilitv law: p. 324. 

Exovress Co.: liability ‘of; Reid vs. Am. 
Express Co.; pp. 1297, 1345. 

Free transportation: Til. Central et al. 
vs. V. P. Messina; p. 606. 

Ful' crew; Arkansaw jaw sustained; pp. 
720, 745. 

Grin doors for cars; Leslie G. Loomis 
and Leslie G. Loomis, Jr., vs. Lehigh 
Vallev; p. 270. 

Gray, Jennie B., vs. Osborne, receiver 
for Chattanooga Southern; employers’ 
liabilitv; pv. 845. 

Harold, J. R. vs. A. T. & S. F.; Car- 
mack amendment; pp. 1237, 1297. 
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Illinois Central, Y. & M. V. et al. vs. 
V. P. Messina (Miss.); free transpor- 
tation; p. 606. 

Knapp, O. B., vs. Great Northern; in- 
terstate commerce; employers’ liabil- 
ity; p. 624. 

Liquor; Rosenberger, a og vs. Pacific 

xpress Co.; a. 879, ‘ 

Loomis, Leslie and Litie G., Jr., vs. 
— Valley; grain doors for cars; 
D. i 

Menasha Paper Co. vs. C. & N. W.; de- 
murrage charges; pp. &91, 1246. 

Mental anguish; John Byers-Southern 
Express Co. case; pp. 745, 1015. 

— excess passenger fare case; Pp. 


McAdoo, G. B., vs. Kansas City West- 
ern; trolley road a common carrier 
subject to employers’ liability law; p. 


24, 

af tard Line case decision; pp. 431, 

Peninsula Produce Exchange vs. N. Y., 

& N.; Carmack amendment; shipper 

7 strawberries entitled to damages 

because carrier did not use reasonable 
dispatch; p. 271. 

Prescott, w. E., vs. Southern Ry. Co.; 
bill of lading ‘in interstate commerce 
governs in preference to state laws; 
pp. 820, 841. 

Rankin, D. F. & T. C., vs. C. N. O. 
& T. P.; live stock bill of lading; pp. 
1108, 1176. 

Reid, O. M., vs. J. C. Fargo, pres. Am. 
Express Co. et al.; pp. 1297, 1345. 
Rigsby, A. R., vs. T. & P. Ry. Co.; 

safety appliance acts; p. 843. 

Rosenberger, Abram, vs. Pacific Ex- 
press Co.; license for carrying liquor; 
PP. 879,, 888. 

Safety appliance acts; see Rigsby vs. 
T. & P.; p. 843. 

Safety appliance act; Spokane & Inland 
Empire vs. U. S.; pp. 1238, 1299. 

Safety appliance act; Spokane & Inland 
Empire vs. E. E. Campbell; p. 1297. 

Seaboard Air Line vs. R. R. Commis- 
sion of Georgia; p. 480. 

Spokane & Inland Empire R. R. Co. vs. 
U. S.; application of safety appliance 
act; pp. 1238, 1299. 

Tap line; decision in O’Keefe case; pp. 
431, 432, 477. 

Terminal Taxicab Co. vs. Commissioners 
of D. of C.; regulation of taxicab 
fares; p. 1108. 

Union Manufacturing Co: and J._ T. 
ge indictment for false billing; 


4. 

wail, R. P., vs. Northern Pacific; no- 
tice of damage claim; pp. 879, 886, 

Warehouseman; liability of carrier as; 
full text of decision in Dettlebach 
case; p. 223. 

Wiles. J. H., administrator estate of _D. 
E. Wiles, vs. Great Northern Ry. Co.; 
employers’ liability; pp. 890, 943. 

Wisconsin vs. Western Union and Phil- 
adelphia & Reading Coal Co.; condi- 
tions in license of foreign company to 
do business in state; p. 1108. 





SUSPENDED TARIFFS. 


I. & S. No. Date of Order. 
707 Jan. 3, p. 80. 
708 Dec. 30, p. 80. 
711 Jan. 11, p. 140. 
712 Jan. 13, p. 140. 
713 Jan. 19, p. 220. 
714 Jan, 17, p. 220. 
715 Jan. 19, p. 220. 
717 Jan. 19, p. 220. 
718 Jan. 20, p. 220. 
719 Jan. 19, p. 220. 
725 Jan. 8, p. 356. 
726 Feb. 5, p. 356. 
727 Feb. 5, p. 356. 
727 Feb 5, p. 356. 
729 Feb. 7, p. 356. 
730 Feb 5, p. 356. 
732 Feb 7, p. 356. 
733 Feb 8, p. 356. 
735 Feb. 8, p. 356. 
737 March 4, p. 562. 
739 March 9, p. 562. 
740 March 8, p. 562. 
742 March 15, p. 597. 
743 March 9, p. 562. 
745 March 15, p. 597. 
746 March 10, p. 597. 
747 March 10, p. 597. 
748 March 10, p. 597. 
749 March 10, p. 597. 
750 March 10, p. 6597. 
751 March 10, p. 597. 
753 March 10, p. 597. 
754 April 7, p. 810. 
755 April 8, p. 819. 
756 April 8, p. 810. 
757 April 8, p. 810. 
758 April 7, p. 810. 
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Dec. 


April 
Jan. 
April 
Jan. 
Jan. 
Jan, 
Jan. 
Jan. 
May 
May 
Jan. 
Jan. 
Jan. 
Jan. 
May 
Jan, 
May 
Jan, 
Jan. 
May 
Feb. 
May 
Feb. 
Feb. 
Feb. 
May 
Feb. 
Feb. 
Feb. 
Feb. 
Feb. 
Feb. 
Feb. 
March 
March 
March 
March 
March 
March 
March 
March 
March 
March : 
March 
March 
March : 
April 
March 
March 
March 
April 
April 
April 
April 
April 
April 
April 
April 
April 
April 
April 
April 
April 
April 
April 
April 
April 
April 
April 
May 
May 
May 
May 
May 
May 
May 
May 
May 
May 
851 May 
852 May 
853 May 
854 May 
855 May 
856 May 
857 June 
858 June 
859 June 
860 June 
861 June 
862 June 
863 June 
864 June 
865 June 
866 June 
867 June 
868 June 
870 June 


bo 
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PPP PPP PPPS PU PPP TPP UPUU PEPE DUT UPP SUED 


sr 


PPUD 


— 


SUV STS SSUT 


c's's 


PPP?’ 


PPP 


SSD’ 


PS SPU SSS SOS POPP PSSST: 


Suspension order form changed; p. 1078. 

Switching; F. W. Lucke & Co. vs. Wa- 
ng al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
p. 1267. 


Switching; National Dock & Storage 
Warehouse Co. vs. Boston & Maine; 
terminal regulations at Boston; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 837. 

Switching; Boardman Co. vs. Southern 
Pacific Co. et al.; see decisions of I. 
Cc. p. 9. 

Switching charges; 
(Legal Dept.); p ; 

Switching service, cost of; complaint 
of Muncie & Western; p. 1143. 

Switching tariff; discrimination against 
commodities (Legal Dept.); p. 487. 

Taft, W. H.:; address to N. Y. Traffic 
Club; p. 455. 

Tank cars: National Petroleum Assn. 
et al. vs. A. T. & S. F. et al.; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 513. 

Tap line; reparation ordered by Wool- 
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